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ABSTRACT 

A study was conducted in Minnesota on attitudes of 
county leaders (commissioners, auditors, and appointed Extension 
committee members) on ways of expanding Extension programs. In each 
county data were gathered by questionnaire from at least two thirds 
of the leaders. Questions were asked about expansion (1) through 
working with other organizations, (2) through ’ cooperation with 
federally sponsored programs, (3) through appointment of area agents, 
(4) through . the exchange of work, (5) through new areas of 
specialization, and (6) through public affairs programs. Most 
responses to (1) were neutral, with the exception of a 46.4% 
favorable vote for working with industrial development groups. 
Response to (2) was varied, with a heavy majority of favorable 
responses to soil conservation programs and those in watershed 
development. There was little opposition to (3) and to the exchange 
of work (4) throughout the state, with less opposition to 
agricultural than to home programs. To (5) greatest support was given 
to help for law enforcement agencies and citizens with legal 
problems. Attitudes toward (6) varied greatly; most favored subjects 
were domestic agricultural policies and federal programs; opposition 
was shown to programs on foreiqn agricultural policies and 
international relations. (Appendixes provide tabulation of data by 
county.) (EB) 
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ATTITUDES OF COUNTY LEADERS TOWARD EXPANDING 
ADULT PROGRAMS IN EXTENSION: 

MINNESOTA EXPANSION STUDY I 

Duane A. Wilson, Howard J. Newell, and Charles E. Ramsey 



This special report is a resume of a study con- 
ducted on attitudes toward expanding Extension pro- 
grams for adults. The data on attitudes were obtained 
from questionnaires answered by members of the County 
Board of Commissioners and of the County Extension 
Committee in all Minnesota counties, 

This report's main purpose is to help county Ex- 
tension program planning by furnishing a summary of 
the attitude responses from each county. These re- 
sponses represent the thinking of county leaders (com- 
missioners, auditors, and appointed Extension commit- 
tee members) at this time on several possible ways of 
expanding Extension programs. The study results may 
serve as a basis for discussion in each county. 



INTERPRETING THE FINDINGS 

What do the findings of this study mean? This 
question is of utmost importance, but it is not answered 
by a simple statement.’ Much of the answer lies in the 
consideration of what the findings do not mean. 

THE STUDY IS A BASIS FOR DISCUSSION, NOT A 
FINAL VOTE 

Many of the proposals discussed in this special 
report are very new and the respondents had little op- 
portunity to discuss the proposals with other people 
before they returned the questionnaire. For this reason, 
even a strong opposition at this time may not necessari- 
ly mean the abandonment of a proposed program. How- 
ever, if a particular program receives a high percentage 
of opposition in a county, that program should be dis- 
cussed at length before being developed for that county. 
The reason for this deliberation is given in the next 
few paragraphs. 



APPROVAL OF A PROGRAM IS A MATTER OF CON- 
SENSUS, NOT MAJORITY VOTE 

There are many ways organizations make deci- 
sions in planning and approving programs. Extension 
has traditionally worked on the theory of consensus 
based on the idea that practically everyone involved in 
the decision-making process should agree before a new 
program is adopted. Therefore, a relatively small op- 
position is socially significant, and may prevent the 
development of programs that are favored by the majority. 

There are other processes of decision-making in 
program planning, each appropriate to certain sets of 



conditions. The interpretation of results would be dif- 
ferent for these other processes, One other process is 
the democratic method, which consists of discussion 
and vote. The vote is based on the assumption that 
people have the responsibility to disagree, but to con- 
form once a majority is reached. If such a theory were 
used in Extension, a program receiving a “yes” re- 
sponse of more than 50 percent would be an immediate 
candidate for adoption if further discussion did not re- 
duce the favorable attitude. 

Another process is often called the “conflict 
theory.” In this process, the number of people involved 
in agreement is not as important as the relative strength 
of the faction-not strength in numbers but strength in ^ 
power. The question would be who opposes, not how-" 
many. 

Still another process involves the delegation of 
authority to a manager or to a professional expert. In 
this process, the person assigned authority is thought 
to have either a near monopoly on expert knowledge or 
on responsibility for successful programs. The inter- 
pretation of results of this study in an organization us- 
ing the “managerial theory” would be used only in the 
case of extremely high opposition to the limitations 
which the membership has set upon the manager or ex- 
pert. Those limitations would suggest the speed with 
which the manager can move and the degree of compli- 
ance he can expect, 

However, the consensus theory used in Extension 
leads to a different consideration of the responses to the 
questions than would any of these other theories. 



A SMALL AMOUNT OF EXPRESSED OPPOSITION IS 
SOCIALLY SIGNIFICANT IN THE CONSENSUS THEORY 

How much opposition is needed to prevent the in- 
troduction of a new program? No categorical answer 
can be given to this question since the usual criteria of 
the majority vote or two-thirds majority are relevant only 
to another decision-making theory. Perhaps the best 
answer rests with consideration of the nature of opposi- 
tion. Only three of these considerations are discussed 
here, thus omitting the important questions of who disa- 
grees and how intense the disagreement. 

1. The opposition is usually higher than that expressed. 
Previous research has indicated that respondents tend to 
say “yes” rather than “no.” This tendency is probably 
greatest when the respondent is not sure of his response 
or perhaps really does not care. The tendency to agree 
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in this study is most likely to be a result of indecision 
rather than apathy. This conclusion is reached on the 
basis of two facts: (a) the willingness to spend the 
time involved in official connection with Extension, and 
(b) the high ratings of the importance of Extension in 
the quality of life given by the respondents in this study. 
(This was indicated in a separate question in the study 
not reported in this special report.) 

The provision of a “neutral” category for re- 
sponses probably minimized this tendency to answer 
“yes” in cases of indecision. Nevertheless, we must 
assume that the percentage of opposition is a somewhat 
conservative estimate of actual opposition, 

2. If two people are opposed, they can reinforce each 
other. In any county, 20 percent opposition represents 
no fewer than two people. In the more than half of the 
counties in which all 12 county leaders responded, two 
people in opposition would represent less than 16.7 
percent. The importance of two people, as opposed to 
one, in opposition is based on the operation of the con- 
sensus theory. When consensus is needed, there is 
pressure on the individual to conform. Therefore, the 
person who disagrees will often be reluctant to insist 
on or even express his opposition for fear of being view- 
ed negatively by the other members of the group. How- 
ever, when at least two people disagree, they can 
reinforce each other in discussion. The more vocal 
manifestation of opposition may convince those who are 
undecided. Therefore about 20 percent opposition is 
significant in predicting the reaction to proposals in 

a county. 

3. Those who are opposed and remain silent often pro- 
duce low participation on the part of clientele who 
think as they do. Silence results not only from the 
pressure to conform but from other factors, such as the 
personality of the individual, the informal leadership 
patterns that develop in the group, and the lack of fa- 
miliarity with certain programs. 

Why worry about the nonvocal opposition? One 
of the more important consequences of opposition is its 
effect on participation. Even well designed programs, 
appropriate to a problem in a county, sometimes are ig- 
nored or rejected by many people. One factor in this 
low participation is a result of programs not modified to 
meet the desires of the unexpressed opposition. Clien- 
tele who either follow the lead of nonvocal members of 
the committee or who think as these leaders do will, 
therefore, simply refrain from participating in a program 
which might have been modified had the opposition been 
expressed. The pressure to refrain from disagreement 
in the consensus organization may become a factor in 
producing low participation in some programs. 



A NEUTRAL RESPONSE PLAGES MORE RESPONSI- 
BILITY ON THE PROFESSIONAL LEADER 

There is a wide “zone of indifference” on the 
part of members of an organization between favorable 
and unfavorable attitudes toward a program. This zone 
of indifference is not apathy. Those who are neutral 
still are committed to the goals of Extension. Their 
neutrality toward a particular program reflects their 
feelings that the professional leader should decide 
whether or not this articular program is appropriate 
fbr this organization. In Extension, this principle 
means that the professional staff member must be sure 
that programs are developed to further the educational 
objectives of Extension. 

The development of programs consistent with edu- 
cational objectives is only part of the responsibility 
implied by a neutral response on the questionnaire. 
Members of an organization expect to be kept informed 
of the relationship between programs and goals by the 
professional leader. 

Thus, a neutral response implies two responsi- 
bilities for county staff, district staff, and state staff: 
developing programs to further goals, and keeping the 
county leaders and clientele informed of the relation- 
ship between program and goals. 



EXTENSION'S LINE RELATIONSHIPS PROVIDE 
LIMITED CONTACT AMONG THE VARIOUS 
PEOPLE RESPONSIBLE FOR PROGRAM PLANNING 

Given the consensus approach to change, this 
limited contact greatly decreases the likelihood of con- 
sensus through discussion, and makes it very important 
to know the attitudes of county leaders. 

The importance of the attitudes discussed here 
results from a relatively unique set of authority pat- 
terns in the development of Extension programs. 
Extension is controlled through several sets of line 
relationships. One line begins at the federal level, 
through the state office and district supervisors, to the 
county Extension staff. The flow of ideas for programs 
follows a second line which begins with the special- 
ists, through program leaders to the county staff. Still 
a third begins with the county commissioners, through 
the Extension committee, to the county Extension staff. 
Thus we have people who must agree in each of these 
three sets of line relationships, yet with limited face- 
to-face communications, 

The difficulty in gaining consensus from all of 
the lines of authority can be seen in a look at two flow 
charts. The first chart depicts the organization of the 
Minnesota Agricultural Extension Service, and the 
second shows the flow of ideas through the various 
groups of decision-makers in the development of new 
and expanded Extension programs. 
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MINNESOTA AGRICULTURAL EXTENSION 
SERVICE ORGANIZATIONAL CHART 




IDEA FLOW CHART 




The Minnesota Agricultural Extension Service is 
organized and operates through the cooperative efforts 
of three levels of government: county, represented by 
the county board of commissioners, operating through 
the county extension committee and the county exten- 
sion staff; the State of Minnesota, operating through 
the University of Minnesota and its various departments; 
and the federal government, operating through the 
Federal Extension Service of the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. These government levels cooperate in the 
development of educational programs and make the re- 
sources of the University of Minnesota and the U.S. De- 
partment of Agriculture available to meet the education- 
al needs of the people of Minnesota. 

The primary function of the Minnesota Agricul- 
tural Extension Service is to provide opportunities for 
both adults and youth to extend and continue their edu- 
cation. One of the unique strengths of the service is 
its ability to involve people in the development of its 
educational programs and the ability to expand these 
programs or add new programs which will help solve 
the problems and meet the needs of local people. This 
points up the importance of integrating the organization- 
al chart and the idea flow chart in the development of 
expansion of programs. The county Extension staff and 
the Extension specialists are members of the University 
faculty and hold federal appointments with the Federal 



Extension Service. Both the county staff and the spe- 
cialists serve as educational advisers and consultants 
in a development of educational programs as they work 
with the various groups of county leaders and commit- 
tees representing local people. The specialist staff 
provides the expertise of their respective disciplines 
and assists in coordinating the interdisciplinary nature 
of many of the educational programs in support of both 
county, area, and state programs. 

The idea flow chart shows the county commis- 
sioners as representing the county; the research disci- 
plines as representing the University; the state 
administrative staff and specialists as representing 
the Extension Service. It is assumed that this is a 
circle chart where lines would continue to go back and 
forth between local people and the County Board of 
Commissioners, the Extension Service, and the research 
disciplines. Ideas for educational programs may origi- 
nate with any of the groups, but there must be consen- 
sus in the Extension view before the program can be 
developed and implemented. Consensus among the 
various groups of decision-makers is important in the 
acceptance of ne* * or expanded educational programs. 

The results of this study fill the gap left by the 
difficulty of indirect communication among the various 
lines of authority, 



RESEARCH PROCEDURES 

A need to know the types of expanded programs 
in Extension, desired by local leaders, prompted the 
study which included several types of expansion, some 
of which have received limited trial to date. 



THE UNIVERSE OF STUDY 

The need to determine attitudes of the leaders in 
individual counties was based on the notion, long held 
in Extension, that the county leaders must agree, or at 
least not disagree, about the Extension program. The 
need to plan at the county level made it necessary to 
send a questionnaire to the entire population of county 
leaders rather than to a sample. This decision made it 
impractical to interview personally the county leaders, 
because of the number involved. 

The percentage response to this study is excep- 
tionally high for a mailed questionnaire. The following 
table shows this response by type of respondent. 

Total Total 

Possible Actual Percent 

Respons es Responses Responding 



County com- 
missioners 


435 


38G 


88.7 


County auditors 


87 


81 


93.1 


Appointed members 
of Extension 
committee 


523 


501 


95.8 


Total 


1,045 


968 


92.7 
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THE QUESTIONNAIRE 

The questionnaire was made up of several sec- 
tions , most of which dealt directly with expanded pro- 
grams. The first section was directed at expansion in 
youth programs, including sections on short term pro- 
grams, methods, and new clientele. The succeeding 
sections were concerned with adult programs, including: 

(a) exchanging work between county staff members, 

(b) working with other organizations, (c) introducing a 
new emphasis in content beyond the traditional program, 
and (d) developing new specialist positions. 

The questionnaire was precoded to speed the 
process of making results for their county available to 
county .leaders at the earliest possible time. 



THE ANALYSIS 

This report is based on the responses of 92. V 
percent of the county leaders in Minnesota who returned 
the questionnaire, The percentages give an equal 
weight to each leader's response. In no county are few- 
er than two-thirds of the county leaders represented in 
the statistics. 



FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

In the following pages the findings of the study 
for the state as a whole are presented. Corresponding 
results for each county are presented in tables in the 
appendix. 



EXPANSION THROUGH WORKING WITH OTHER 
ORGANIZATIONS 

One of the methods of expanding Extension pro- 
grams is through increasing cooperation with other 
organizations in the county. Many agencies and local 
institutions have a need, to varying degrees, for the 
kinds of programs offered by Extension. The county 
Extension staff has already worked with some of these 
organizations in many counties. This question was 
framed to test attitudes toward more extensive work 
with these organizations (see table 1). 

The amount of opposition to extensive Extension 
work with other organizations varies greatly. About 
20 percent of the county leaders in the state oppose 
the expansion of work by the county staff with indus- 
trial development groups, but this is the lowest amount 
of opposition in the total range of organizations. The 
highest amount of opposition (from nearly three-fourths 
of the county leaders in Minnesota) is found toward ex- 
panded work with labor unions. Slightly over half of 
the county leaders oppose much time being spent with 
the League of Women Voters, and about 40 percent 
oppose much time being spent with nursing homes and 
retirement homes. 

The pattern statewide is one of opposition to ex- 
pansion through more Extension cooperation with other 
organizations in the county. However, there is varia- 
bility among the counties; in some counties expansion 



by this means is viewed favorably by county leaders 
(see tables 1A, IB, and 1C in the appendix for 
individual counties). 

Among the county leaders not actively expres- 
sing opposition to expanded work with these organiza- 
tions, a neutral response is far more frequent than a 
direct approval. The one exception to this pattern is 
the response to work with industrial development groups. 

Whether the "yes” or the "no" column is con- 
sidered, the industrial development groups are viewed 
more favorably than any other organization by the 
county leaders as target groups for educational programs 
in Extension. This result is somewhat surprising, since 
at an earlier time such cooperation would have been 
viewed with strong reservation by many county leaders. 
The change in attitude probably reflects the major role 
which industrial development groups play in present 
programs of community development. The change may 
be influenced, too, by the participation of many of our 
respondents in these groups. The increasing recog- 
nition of the need for local employment opportunities 
is also a major factor. 



EXPANSION THROUGH COOPERATION WITH 
FEDERALLY SPONSORED PROGRAMS 

Another way of expanding adult Extension work 
is through increased cooperation with federally spon- 
sored programs now in existence. The Extension 
Service is itself, in part, sponsored with federal funds 
and the program is in part developed at the federal lev- 
el. Therefore, some cooperation with other federally 
sponsored programs seems inherent in the organization 
of Extension work. Indeed, close cooperation has tra- 
ditionally characterized Extension work in many counties. 

Most of the traditional cooperation with federally 
sponsored organizations has occurred with programs lo- 
cated, administratively, in the U.S. Department of Agri- 
culture. The question was directed at increasing 
cooperation with some of those programs in agriculture, 
but added many other programs. Again, the question was 
phrased to indicate more Extension work than the occa- 
sional provision of materials and services upon request. 

The pattern of response to this question is quite 
varied, depending on the organization (see table 2). 

Two programs namely, the soil conservation programs 
and those in watershed development, receive extremely 
little opposition and a heavy majority of actively favor- 
able responses. Both programs are closely associated 
with the traditional Agricultural Extension program. 

Both relate directly to agriculture , and by far the great- 
est number of responses are based on questionnaires 
from male county leaders who are or have been farmers. 

Two other programs, farm operating loans (FHA) 
and federal farm programs (ASCS) receive approximately 
half of the responses as actively favorable, but there is 
sufficient opposition to expanded cooperation with these 
programs to warrant more discussion in the Extension 
committee. 
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Table 1, Expansion through working with other organizations, statewide percentages 






Question: Which, if any, of the following organizations should Extension 
agents devote much time to in your county? 



Percent 





Yes 


Neutral 


No 


Industrial development groups 


. . . , 46.4 


32.7 


20.9 


Nursing homes, retirement homes, etc 


. . . . 14.3 


41.8 


43.9 


Chamber of Commerce, Businessmen's Club, 
Community Club 


.. . 33.1 


42.0 


24.9 


Township Officer's Association 


. .. 23.0 


41.1 


35.9 


Business groups (resort owners, credit agencies, 
bankers, etc.) 


19.3 


43.0 


37.7 


Labor unions 




25.2 


71.4 


Service clubs (Kiwanis, American Legion, etc.) 


. .. 18.7 


44.1 


37.3 


Business and professional women's groups 


, ... 15.8 


47.5 


36.6 


Women's study clubs 


... 18.9 


48.5 


32.6 


Sportmen's clubs 


. .. 26.7 


45.1 


28.3 


League of Women Voters 


. ... 7.6 


41.3 


51.1 



Table 2 . Expansion through education work with other federally sponsored programs 

- • “ * ' " ’ " ~ ” 



Question; Which, if any, of the following federally sponsored programs should 
the county agents in your county do educational work with? 






Yes 


Neutral 


No 


Farm operating loans (Farmers Home Administration) . . 


. 46.0 


33.6 


20.4 


Federal farm programs (ASCS programs) 


. . 52.0 


29.2 


18.7 


Job corps 




46.0 


37.0 


Loans for farm houses 


..23.1 


46.3 


30.5 


Nonfarm low income housing programs 


. 19.6 


42.2 


38.2 


Milk marketing orders for producers 


. 41.6 


39.5 


18.9 


CAP (Community Action Program) councils 


. . 31.6 


46.4 


22.0 


Operation head start - 


. 12.4 


42.1 


45.5 


Pretraining program for adults (Manpower 
Development Training) 


. . 34.2 


41.7 


24.1 


Soil conservation programs 




16.6 


6.8 


Watershed development 


, . . 68.4 


24.0 


7.6 



The pattern among the counties is extremely varied. 
For example, even some of the more generally favored 
programs receive opposition from as many as three-fourths 
of the leaders in some counties (see tables 2A and 2B in 
the appendix), 

One of the more surprising findings of the study is 
that there is more opposition expressed toward more ex- 
tensive cooperation with Operation Headstart than any of 
the other federally sponsored programs listed. There are 
several possible explanations. The rural population in 
Minnesota generally has looked with disfavor on federal 
funds for federally designed school programs. There is 
doubtless some opposition to any program of the federal 
government in eliminating poverty, However, the great- 
est opposition to work with Operation Headstart compared 
to other poverty programs needs special attention, for 
Operation Headstart has the most favor *bl'e image of all 
poverty programs. Some of the opposition seemed to 
come from reports of the poor administration of the pro- 
gram in some communities, rather than from opposition to 
the principle itself. Further, Operation Headstart may 
be thought to have more professionally trained people 
already than Extension. 

The pattern of response to the question of ex- 
panding Extension programs through greater cooperation 
with other federal-sponsored programs might be express 
ed as follows: with traditional programs, yes; with oth- 
er programs in the agricultural context, probably, after 
discussion; with other programs, probably not. 



EXPANSION THROUGH THE APPOINTMENT OF 
AREA AGENTS 

Another way to expand the Extension program is 
through the use of area agents to assist the county Ex- 
tension staff. Area agents have specialized training, 
which could be in soils, family housing, farm manage- 
ment, and they work with agents, local groups, and in- 
dividuals in several counties. 

There were several area agents already in Minne- 
sota at the time the data were gathered. The question 
was asked to determine the method area agents would 
use. 

There is little opposition to any of the methods 
asked about in the questionnaire (see table 3). In all 
but one type of work, more than half of the respondents 
favor the activity suggested. 

It would appear that the development of programs 
utilizing the specialized area agent may proceed through- 
out most of the state. However, there is sufficient op- 
position to certain roles for the area agent in some 
counties to warrant careful selection. It would appear 
that area agents may find it conducive to their work if 
they play certain roles in some counties and other roles 
in other counties. The county results are presented in 
table 3 A in the appendix. 



EXPANSION THROUGH THE EXCHANGE OF WORK 

Another means of expanding Extension programs 
is through the exchange of work among agents and 
counties. Agents have different background in training, 
different interests, and different talents. Sometimes an 
agent has prepared a particularly effective education 
program, and the clientele in nearby counties could 
profit greatly from the presentation of that program. In 
exchange for this work, the agents in those recipient 
counties offer a program in their own areas of interest. 

There is small opposition to the exchange of 
work throughout the state, with less opposition found 
in exchanging work in the agricultural than in the home 
programs (see table 4). 

Approximately two-thirds of the respondents ap- 
prove of the exchange of work in agricultural programs, 
while slightly less than half approve of .it in the home 
program. The predominance of males among our respond- 
ents accounted for large neutral response in exchange 
between home agents, 

The county data are of particular importance in 
exchange of work, since the arrangements must be made 
between individual counties. The attitudes of county 
leaders limit not only the ability of their own agent in 
exchanging programs, but also reflect to some extent 
the receptivity of the program of agents from other 
counties. It is of paramount importance that the recep- 
tion be carefully planned if agents are to be brought 
into a county with a high opposition to the exchange of 
work. Presumably, these agents from other counties 
would be invited by someone from within the recipient 
county who should be aware of the necessity of plan- 
ning for receptivity. The data for counties are present- 
ed in table 4A in the appendix. 



EXPANSION THROUGH NEW AREAS OF 
SPECIALIZATION 

Extension specialists are the intermediary be- 
tween the research scientist and the public. The spe- 
cialist, usually based at the state college or univer- 
sity, is often a member of an academic department with 
a joint appointment in Extension, The specialist, trans- 
lates research findings and concepts into understand- 
able applications, and in this sense is a necessary arm 
of the applied research organization. 

Extension specialists have been increasing at a 
more rapid rate in Minnesota than most other Extension 
positions during the last few years. Nevertheless, 
there are many areas in which expansion in Extension 
might be made through the creation of new specialist 
positions. Proposals to expand specialist positions in 
parts of the University other than those colleges tradi- 
tionally providing this type of service are of particular 
interest. 



Table 3, Expansion through the appointment of area agents 



Sometimes Extension has area agents to assist the county Extension staff. An area agent has specialized train' 
ing (such as soils, youth, family housing, farm management) and works in several counties. The area agent 
works with agents, local groups, and individuals. In what ways, if any, can an area agent strengthen Extension 
programs in your county? 



Working with special types of individuals 
(specialized farmers, home builders, fertilizer 


Yos 
. . . 44.7 


Neutral 

40.1 


No 

15.2 


dealers, etc.) 

Conducting leadership development programs 

for county leaders * • 


. . . 57.4 


36,4 


6.3 


Working on special projects (watersheds, health 


... 52.0 


37.7 


10.3 


Conducting applied research on local problems 
(drainage, soil fertility, consumer research, etc.) — 


, . . . 60.9 


30.5 


8.6 


Conducting educational programs open to 


. .. . 62.5 


30.6 


6.9 



Table 4. Expansion through the exchange of work 



Sometimes, an Extension agent who has prepared a special program may present it in two or more counties, in 
exchange for some kind of help from the agent in those counties. Do you feel that Extension agents in your 
county should spend much time in exchanges like this? 







Percent 






Yes 


Neutral 


_No 




65.9 


22.7 


11.4 


UAmo rirncrrn ms . . » . 


46.9 


38.3 


14.8 


numtJ piugictiiiQ * • • * * * * 









The attitudes of county leaders in Minnesota do 
not indicate an overwhelming desire for these nontradi- 
tional areas of specialization nor is the opposition 
stronger than it was to other types of expansion report- 
ed previously in this special report. About one-third 
to one-half of the respondents are neutral toward the 
10 new specialties included in the list (see table 5). 

The greatest support is given to the specialized 
help that might assist law enforcement agencies, citi- 
zens with legal problems, and towns with problems of 
providing community facilities. The least support is 
given to helping groups interested in the arts and ex- 
pand knowledge to schools. 

The variability in the attitudes toward these spe- 
cialties was very great among the counties. The infor- 
mation by county is presented in tables 5A and 5B in 
the appendix. 

EXPANSION THROUGH PUBLIC AFFAIRS PROGRAMS 

Another method of continuing expansion in Exten- 
sion is through the public affairs programs, conferences, 
and workshops. This type of meeting, open to the pub- 



lic, is devoted to a broad issue and often includes 
several approaches to that issue. In the past the re- 
sponse to these programs has varied, depending on the 
issue, the planning that went into organization, and ac- 
cidental factors such as conflicting meetings. 

The attitudes of county leaders in Minnesota vary 
greatly, depending on the topic to be discussed. Clear- 
ly the most favored subjects are domestic agricultural 
policies and the availability of federal programs. All 
other topics received sufficient opposition to warrant 
careful planning and discussion before becoming the 
subject of a public affairs meeting. 

The opposition tc public affairs programs on is- 
sues in foreign agricultural policies and in international 
relations is surprising in the light of the heavy depend- 
ence of Minnesota agriculture on the development of 
foreign markets. 

There was a great amount of county variation in 
the response to most of the topiics. The county data are 
presented in tables 6A and 6B in the appendix. 



Table 5. Expansion through increasing the areas of specialization 



Extension specialists train agents, write bulletins, and conduct educational meetings in counties. Most spe- 
cialists are from the Institute of Agriculture of the University. What kinds of additional assistance, if any, 
should be provided counties by specialists from other parts of the University? 



Percent 





Yas_ 


NentraL 


_Na 


Help to local business (personnel training, business management) 


, . 25.7 


48.9 


25.5 


Help to local industries (new methods, new processes) 


. . 35.4 


42.8 


21.8 


Help to schools (teaching methods, curriculum) 


, . 16.7 


46.6 


36.8 


Help to county health organizations (developments in 

medical science) 


. . 24.8 


49.3 


25.8 


Help to towns (problems of water supply and sewage disposal) 


. . 45.3 


37.3 


17 4 


Help to home builders and buyers (new building materials design) . . . . 


. . 31.9 


46.2 


21.9 


Help to groups interested in music, painting, drama 


. . 10.1 


49.7 


40.2 


Help to groups interested in mental illness (causes and treatment) .... 


. . 33.7 


45.5 


20.9 


Help to citizens on legal problems (inheritance, liability) 


. . 48.1 


30.8 


21.2 


Help to law enforcement agencies (civil rights, delinquent prevention 

flnrl frpafmpnf^ * . . 


.. 50.3 


31.4 


18.3 








— 



,If you have checked “yes*' to any of the above, should the county Extension agents be the ones to arrange this? 



Vps Neutral ..No. 

63.6 27.3 9.1 



Table 6. Expansion through public affairs meetings 



Do you feel Extension agents in your county should sponsor educational programs on public affairs issues? 





Yes 


Percent 

Neutral 


No 


nnmp^QHp jicrripiilhirfll nnlimps 


63.8 


23.1 


13.1 


L/UlIlt5oLJ.O dgl UlLUldl 

TPrsmicrn norripiiltnrjil nnliP.iftS 


29.6 


41.7 


28.6 


l3r>r\Kl£Amc r \ f ct'cit'p QnH Innal p’ovprnmpnfc . . . • 


39.2 


33.7 


27.1 


IrlOUltJUlb 01 olctltJ cUlU lUUcu 


35.5 


32.4 


32.1 


hp^lfh nrnPTflms . 


20.1 


39.3 


40.6 


iVitHlldl liCclllU piugicuiio • • • * * • 0 

TTvfQnf QnH pniiQpQ nf nnvprf.v 


26.8 


41.7 


31.4 


lid XI cut cUIU UalloCo Ul ^uvci t) * 

Atrail qKi nf fpdipral nrnPTflms . 


55.1 


30.7 


14.2 


r\VdllclUllliy Ul ICUCldl ^JlUgldLllQ * 


11.0 


44.5 


44.5 


rrODIcIIlb Ul imtJl UdLlUUdA 









APPENDIX 



Table 1A. 



Question: 



Expansion through working with other organizations (industrial development groups, 
chamber of commerce, Township Officer's Association, and service clubs like 
Kiwanis and American Legion) 



Which, if any, of the following organizations should Extension agents devote much 
time to in your county? 



Percent answering-- for each response 



Northwest 

District 



Industrial groups 
Yes Neutral No 



Chamber of commerce 
Yes Neutral No 



Township officers 
Yes Neutral No 



Service clubs 
Yes Neutral No 



BECKER 


45.5 


54.5 


O 

« 

o 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


CLAY 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


9.1 


27.3 


63.6 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


KITTSON 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


22.2 


44 • 4 


33.3 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


MAHNOMEN 


87.5 


12.5 


0.0 


28.6 


71.4 


0.0 


o.o' 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


28.6 


71.4 


MARSHALL 


45.5 


45.5 


9. 1 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


36*4 


NORMAN 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


OTTER TAIL 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


PENNINGTON 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


POLK 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


REDLAKE 


70.0 


0.0 


30.0 


55.6 


33.3 


11. 1 


1 1 . 1 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


77.8 


11.1 


ROSEAU 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


TODD 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


9. 1 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


27.3 


63.6 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


WADENA 


66.7 


11.1 


22.2 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


WILKIN 


6 3.6 


18.2 


18.2 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


40.0 


0.0 


60.0 


TOTAL 


55.5 


29.5 


15. 1 


31.9 


43.7 


24.3 


13.0 


39.9 


47.1 


15.2 


40.6 


44.2 




/$/lS 



Table 1A. Expansion through working with other organizations (industrial development groups, 

chamber of commerce, Township Officer's Association, and service clubs like 
Ki wanis and American Legio n) 

Question: Which, if any, of the following organizations should Extension agents devote much 

time to in your county? 

Percent answering-- for each response 



Southwest 

District 


Industrial groups 
Yes Neutral No 


Chamber of commerce 
Yes Neutral No 


Township officers 
Yes Neutral No 


Service clubs 
Yes Neutral No 


BIG STONE 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


0.0 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


12.5 


o 

# 

o 


37.5 


CHIPPEWA 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


9.1 


72.7 


18.2 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


COTTONWOOD 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


10.0 


80.0 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


DOUGLAS 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


18.2 


64.5 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


GRANT 


54.5 


36.4 


9 . 1 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


9.1 


81.8 


9 . 1 


JACKSON 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


o 

• 

o 

in 


16.7 


33.3 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


LAC GUI PA 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


33.3 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


LINCOLN 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


27.3 


63.6 


9 . 1 


63.6 


27.3 


LYON 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


MURRAY 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


54.5 


36.4 


NOBLES 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


PIPESTONE 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


POPE 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


REDWOOD 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


62.5 


ROCK 


36.4 


45.5 


18 . 2 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


0.0 


81.8 


18.2 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


STEVENS 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


9.1 


54.5 


36.4 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


SWIFT 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


14.3 


42.9 


42.9 


12.5 


75.0 


12.5 


TRAVERSE 


54.5 


36.4 


9 . 1 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


YELLOW MED 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


TOTAL 


45.7 


37.1 


17 . 3 


35.2 


43.2 


21.6 


20.3 


46.9 


32.8 


19.7 


49.7 


30.6 
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Table 1A. 



Question: 

Southeast 

District 

BLUE EARTH 
BROUN 
DODGE 
FARIBAULT 
FILLMORE 
FREEBORN 
GOODHUE 
HOUSTON 
LE SUEUR 
MARTIN 
MOWER 
NICOLLET 
OLMSTED 
RICE 
STEELE 
WABASHA 
WASECA 
WATONWAN 
WINONA 
TOTAL 



Expansion through working with other organizations (industrial development groups, 
chamber of commerce, Township Officer's Association, and service clubs like 
Kiwanis and American Legion) 



Which, if any, of the following organizations should Extension agents devote much 
time to in your county? 



Percent answering-- for each response 



Industrial groups Chamber of commerce Township officers Service clubs 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


25.0 


16.7 


33.3 


50.0 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


33.3 


16.7 


50.0 


16.7 


16.7 


66.7 


27.3 


9 . 1 


63.6 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


42.9 


28.6 


28.6 


28.6 


42.9 


28.6 


28.6 


28 . 6 


42.9 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


33.3 


58.3 


8.3 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


0.0 


36.4 


63.6 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


9.1 


63.6 


0.0 


10.0 


90.0 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


28.6 


14.3 


57.1 


28.6 


28.6 


42.9 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


28.6 


57.1 


14.3 


16.7 


66.7 


16.7 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


25.0 


12.5 


62.5 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


0.0 


25.0 


75.0 


54.5 


9.1 


36.4 


50.0 


41.7 


8.3 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


25.0 


66.7 


8.3 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


33.3 


16.7 


50.0 


75.0 


16.7 


8 . 3 


8.3 


83.3 


8.3 


25.0 


66.7 


8.3 


0.0 


83.3 


16.7 


11 . 1 


22.2 


66.7 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


22.2 


22.2 


55.6 


35.1 


33.5 


31.4 


34.7 


36.8 


28.4 


34.2 


36.4 


29.4 


17.9 


42.1 


40.0 
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Table 1A. Expansion through working with other organizations (industrial development groups, 

chamber of commerce, Township Officer's Association, and service clubs like 
Kiwa nis and American Legion) 

Question: Which, if any, of the following organizations should Extension agents devote much 

time to in your county? 

Percent answering-- for each response 



Central Industrial groups Chamber of commerce Township officers Service clubs 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



ANOKA 


44 .4 


22.2 


33.3 


20.0 


50.0 


o 

• 

o 


30.0 


O 

« 

o 


20*0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


BENTON 


27.3 


63.6 


9. 1 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 


CARVER 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


CHISAGO 


27.3 


63.6 


9. 1 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


9.1 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


54.5 


36.4 


DAKOTA 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 

t 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


HENNEPIN 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


ISANTI 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


9.1 


81.8 


9.1 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


KANDIYOHI 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


MCLEOD 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


2 7.3 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


MEEKER 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


MILLE LACS 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


22.2 


11.1 


66.7 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


RAMSEY 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


66, 7 


16.7 


16.7 


16.7 


33.3 


50.0 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


RENVILLE 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


9. 1 


6 3.6 


27.3 


18.2 


18.2 


63.6 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


SCOTT 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


45.5 


18.2 


36.4 


18.2 


27.3 


54. i 


SHERBURNE 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


27.3 


63.6 


9.1 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


SIBLEY 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


36.4 


36. 4 


27.3 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


STEARNS 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


WASHINGTON 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


WRIGHT 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


41.7 


16.7 


41.7 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


TOTAL 


36.6 


39.7 


23.7 


27.8 


46.9 


25.3 


26.0 


34.2 


39.8 


20.9 


44.5 


34.6 
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Table 1A, 



Expansion through working with other organizations (industrial development groups, 
chamber of commerce, Township Officer's Association, and service clubs like 
Kiwanis and American Legion) 



Question: 



Northeast 

District 

AITKIN 

BELTRAMI 

CARLTON 

CASS 

CLEARWATER 

COOK 

CROW WING 

HUBBARD 

ITASCA 

KANABEC 

K00CHICH3N 

LAKE 

LAKE WOODS 
MORRISON 

PINE 

ST. LOUIS 
District TOTAL 



Which, if any,, of the following organizations should Extension agents devote much 
time to in your county? 

Percent answering-- for each response 



Industrial groups Chamber of commerce 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


66.7 


8.3 


25.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


77.8 


22.2 


0.0 


70.0 


10.0 


20.0 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


88.9 


0.0 


11.1 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


62.5 


25.0 


12.5 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


75.0 


8.3 


16.7 


33.3 


25.0 


41.7 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


64.0 


21.3 


14.6 


36.0 


39.0 


25.0 



Township officers Service clubs 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


18. 


2 


45.5 


36. 


4 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


20. 


0 


30.0 


50. 


0 


16.7 


66.7 


16.7 


16. 


7 


58.3 


25. 


,0 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


11. 


. 1 


22.2 


66. 


,7 


8.3 


66.7 


25.0 


9. 


.1 


36.4 


54. 


,5 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


55. 


,6 


33.3 


11. 


,1 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


11. 


.1 


77.8 


11. 


,1 


22.2 


77.8 


0.0 


11. 


,1 


66.7 


22. 


,2 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


0 . 


,0 


44.4 


55. 


.6 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


0 . 


.0 


22.2 


77. 


.8 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


0 , 


.0 


66.7 


33, 


.3 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


14, 


.3 


42.9 


42. 


.9 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


22, 


.2 


55.6 


22, 


.2 


8.3 


50.0 


41.7 


41. 


.7 


25.0 


33. 


.3 


36.4 


9.1 


54.5 


0. 


.0 


36.4 


63, 


• 6 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


66. 


.7 


11.1 


22, 


.2 


17.9 


49.4 


32.7 


18 


.7 


41.9 


39 


.4 


23.0 


41.1 


35.9 


18 


.7 


44.1 


37, 


.3 



State TOTAL 46. A 32.7 20.9 



33.1 42.0 24.9 



Table IB, Expansion through working with other organizations (business groups like resort 

owners, credit agencies, bankers, women's study clubs, and the League of Woman 
Voters) 



Question: Which, if any, of the following organizations should Extension agents devote much 

time to in your county ? 



Percent answering for each response 



Northwest 

District 


Business groups 
Yes Neutral No 


Women's clubs 
Yes Neutral No 


Yes 


LWV 

Neutral No 


BECKER 


9.1 


45.5 


45. 


5 


9. 


1 


54.5 


36. 


4 


0.0 


40.0 


60.0 


CLAY 


9. 1 


36.4 


54. 


5 


0. 


0 


45.5 


54. 


5 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


KITTSON 


C.O 


33.3 


66* 


7 


0. 


0 


33.3 


66 * 


7 


0.0 


11.1 


88.9 


MAHNOMEN 


0.0 


85.7 


14. 


3 


14. 


3 


71.4 


14. 


3 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


MARSHALL 


9.1 


45.5 


45. 


5 


18. 


2 


63.6 


18. 


2 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


NORMAN 


9.1 


54.5 


o6. 


4 


18. 


2 


54.5 


27. 


3 


0.0 


72.7 


27.3 


OTTER TAIL 


18.2 


45.5 


36. 


4 


9. 


1 


54.5 


36. 


4 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


PENNINGTON 


0.0 


90.0 


10. 


0 


9. 


1 


63.6 


27. 


3 


0.0 


30.0 


70.0 


POLK 


10.0 


20.0 


70. 


0 


30. 


0 


10. 0 


60. 


0 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


REDLAKE 


22.2 


66.7 


11. 


1 


22. 


2 


66 . 7 


11. 


1 


0.0 


77.8 


22.2 


ROSEAU 


10.0 


40.0 


50. 


0 


10. 


0 


50.0 


40. 


0 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


TODD 


18.2 


18.2 


63. 


6 


0. 


0 


54.5 


45. 


5 


9.1 


9.1 


81.8 


WADENA 


22.2 


44.4 


33. 


3 


11. 


1 


55.6 


33 , 


3 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


WILKIN 


A 5 • 5 


27.3 


27. 


3 


27. 


3 


45.5 


27. 


3 


9.1 


27.3 


63.6 


TOTAL 


13.5 


45.4 


41. 


1 


12. 


7 


51.4 


35. 


9 


2.9 


38.8 


58.3 
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Table IB. Expansion through working with other organizations (business groups like resort 

owners, credit agencies, bankers, women's study clubs, and the League of Woman 
Voters) 



Question: 

Southwest 

District 


Which, if any, of the following organizations should Extension agents devote much 
time to in your county? 

Percent answering for . each response 

* • ■< * 

Business groups Women's clubs LWV 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 


BIG STONE 


12.5 


75.0 


12.5 


33.3 


44. 


4 


22.2 


12.5 


50.0 


37 < 


.5 


CHIPPEWA 


9.1 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


36. 


4 


54.5 


0.0 


18.2 


81. 


» 8 


COTTONWOOD 


AO. 0 


50.0 


10.0 


50.0 


50. 


0 


0.0 


10.0 


80.0 


10. 


.0 


DOUGLAS 


18.2 


45. 5 


36.4 


9.1 


45. 


5 


45.5 


0.0 


36.4 


63, 


. 6 


GRANT 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


27.3 


45. 


5 


27.3 


9.1 


63.6 


27, 


.3 


JACKSON 


0.0 


41.7 


58.3 


0.0 


50. 


0 


50.0 


0.0 


25.0 


75 


.0 


LAC QUI PA 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33. 


3 


33.3 


0.0 


36.4 


63 


.6 


LINCOLN 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


45. 


5 


27.3 


0.0 


36.4 


63 


.6 


LYON 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


30. 


0 


50.0 


11.1 


44.4 


44 


.4 


HURRAY 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


36.4 


54. 


5 


9.1 


9.1 


36.4 


54 


.5 


NOBLES 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 


10.0 


70. 


0 


20.0 


0.0 


60.0 


40 


.0 


PIPESTONE 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


30.0 


40. 


0 


30.0 


10 . 0 


30.0 


60 


.0 


POPE 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


0.0 


72. 


7 


27.3 


0.0 


45.5 


54 


.5 


REDWOOD 


0.0 


25.0 


75.0 


12.5 


37. 


5 


50.0 


12.5 


37.5 


50 


.0 


ROCK 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


25.0 


41. 


7 


33.3 


16.7 


50.0 


33 


.3 


STEVENS 


18.2 


27.3 


54.5 


0.0 


45. 


5 


54.5 


0.0 


27.3 


72 


.7 


SWIFT 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


0.0 


57. 


L 


42.9 


0.0 


71.4 


28 


• 6 


TRAVERSE 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


62. 


5 


37.5 


0.0 


37.5 


62 


.5 


YELLOW MED 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


50.0 


50. 


0 


0.0 


12.5 


50.0 


37 


.5 


TOTAL 


19.2 


47.2 


33.7 


19.9 


47. 


6 


32.5 


5.3 


43.2 


51 


.6 
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Table IB. Expansion through working with other organizations (business groups like resort 

owners, credit agencies, bankers, women's study clubs, and the League of Woman 
Voters) 



Question: Which, if any, of the following organizations should Extension agents devote much 

time to in your county? 



Percent answering for each response 



Southeast 

District 


Business groups 
Yes Neutral No 


Women's clubs 
Yes Neutral No 


Yes 


LWV 

Neutral No 


BLUE EARTH 


30.0 


40.0 


3 Q a 0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60. 


0 


BROWN 


9.1 


54.5 


36.4 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


9.1 


54.5 


36. 


4 


DODGE 


16.7 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


0.0 


33.3 


66. 


7 


FARIBAULT 


8.3 


16.7 


75.0 


8.3 


33.3 


58.3 


0.0 


0.0] 


LOO. 


0 


FILLMORE 


0.0 


55.6 


44*4 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


0.0 


44.4 


55. 


6 


FREEBORN 


14.3 


42.9 


42.9 


26.6 


42.9 


28.6 


14.3 


42.9 


42. 


9 


GOODHUE 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


45.5 


54. 


5 


HOUSTON 


9.1 


45.5 


45.5 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


45.5 


54. 


5 


LE SUEUR 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


0.0 


36.4 


63. 


6 


MARTIN 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


28.6 


28.6 


42.9 


0.0 


42.9 


57. 


1 


MOWER 


11.1 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


22.2 


66. 7 


11. 1 


22.2 


66 . 


7 


NICOLLET 


16.7 


66.7 


16. 7 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50. 


0 


OLMSTED 


16.7 


75.0 


8.3 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


16.7 


41.7 


41. 


7 


RICE 


12.5 


25.0 


62.5 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


0.0 


12.5 


87. 


5 


STEELE 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


9.1 


36.4 


54 . 


5 


WABASHA 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


10. 0 


60.0 


30.0 


0.0 


40.0 


60. 


0 


WASECA 


8.3 


75.0 


16.7 


16.7 


75.0 


8.3 


8.3 


75.0 


16. 


7 


WATONWAN 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


33.3 


58.3 


8.3 


0.0 


66.7 


33. 


3 


WINONA 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


0.0 


44. 4 


55.6 


20.0 


40.0 


40. 


0 


TOTAL 


13.2 


46.3 


40.5 


16.8 


48.7 


34.6 


5.8 


39.8 


54. 


5 
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Table IB. 



Question; 

Central 

District 

ANOKA 
BENTON 
CARVER 
CHISAGO 
DAKOTA 
HENNEPIN 
ISANTI 
KANDIYOHI 
MCLEOD 
MEEKER 
MILLE LACS 
RAMSEY 
RENVILLE 
SCOTT 
SHERBURNE 
SIBLEY 
STEARNS 
WASHINGTON 
WRIGHT 
TOTAL 



Expansion through working with other organizations (business groups like resort 
owners, credit agencies, bankers, women's study clubs, and the League of Woman 
Voters) 



Which, if any, of the following organizations should Extension agents devote much 
time to in your county? 



Percent answering for each response 



Business groups Women's clubs LWV 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



10. 


,0 


70.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20. 


,0 


50.0 


30.0 


0.0 


80.0 


20.0 


10.0 


A0 .0 


50.0 


9. 


,1 


A5.5 


A5.5 


27.3 


A5.5 


27.3 


9.1 


36. A 


5A.5 


0. 


,0 


5A.5 


A5.5 


0.0 


63.6 


36. A 


0.0 


36. A 


63.6 


25. 


,0 


25.0 


50.0 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


AO. 


,0 


A0» 0 


20.0 


20.0 


80.0 


0.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


8. 


,3 


75.0 


16.7 


16.7 


75.0 


8.3 


16.7 


58.3 


25.0 


18. 


,2 


5A.5 


27.3 


18.2 


36. A 


A5.5 


0.0 


5A.5 


A5.5 


9. 


,1 


63.6 


27.3 


36. A 


27.3 


36. A 


0.0 


5A.5 


A5 * 5 


18. 


.2 


A5.5 


36. A 


9.1 


A5.5 


A 5. 5 


9.1 


36. A 


5A.5 


0. 


.0 


50.0 


50.0 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


0. 


.0 


66.7 


33.3 


16.7 


66.7 


16.7 


0.0 


83.3 


16.7 


0. 


.0 


60.0 


A0. 0 


0.0 


30.0 


70.0 


0.0 


30.0 


70.0 


18. 


» 2 


27.3 


5A.5 


27.3 


A5.5 


27.3 


18.2 


36. A 


A5.5 


55, 


.6 


33.3 


11.1 


A0. 0 


50.0 


10.0 


22.2 


33.3 


AA.A 


0, 


.0 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


A5.5 


5A.5 


0.0 


36. A 


63.6 


30, 


.0 


30.0 


A0* 0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


20.0 


A0 • 0 


AO.O 


18, 


.2 


A5. 5 


36. A 


9.1 


5A.5 


36. A 


27.3 


36. A 


36* A 


10, 


.0 


A0. 0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


0.0 


30.0 


70.0 


15, 


.2 


50.3 


3A.6 


20.2 


A8.7 


31.1 


10. A 


Al. 1 


A8 • A 
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Table IB. Expansion through working with other organizations (business groups like resort 

owners, credit agencies, bankers, women's study clubs, and the League of Woman 
Voters) . 

Question: Which, if any, of the following organizations should Extension agents devote much 

time to in your county? 



Percent answering for each response 



Northeast 

District 


Business groups 
Yes Neutral No 


Women's clubs 
Yes Neutral No 


LWV 

Yes Neutral No 


AITKIN 


9.1 


63 • 6 


27.3 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


9.1 


45.5 


45.5 


BELTRAMI 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


CARLTON 


0.0 


83.3 


16.7 


33.3 


58.3 


8.3 


16.7 


66.7 


16.7 


CASS 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


11.1 


22.2 


66. 7 


CLEARWATER 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


54.5 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


COOK 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


11,1 


44.4 


44.4 


CROW WING 


33.3 


33. 3 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


HUBBARD 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


11. 1 


55.6 


33.3 


ITASCA 


11. 1 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


KANABEC 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


KOOCHICHIN 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


LAKE 


14.3 


57.1 


28.6 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


LAKE WOODS 


0.0 


90.0 


10.0 


9.1 


90.9 


0.0 


9.1 


81.8 


9.1 


MORRISON 


8.3 


50.0 


41.7 


8.3 


50.0 


41.7 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


PINE 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


18.2 


27.3 


54.5 


9.1 


27.3 


63.6 


ST. LOUIS 


28.6 


28.6 


42.9 


42.9 


42.9 


14.3 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


District TOTAL 


17.9 


48.1 


34.0 


24.2 


46.5 


29.3 


13.3 


43.0 


43.7 


State TOTAL 


15.8 


47.5 


36.6 


18.9 


48.5 


32.6 


7.6 


41.3 


51.1 



22 












Table 1C. 



Expansion through working with other organizations (nursing homes, business and 
professional woman's groups, labor unions, and sportsmen's clubs) 



Question: 



Which, if any, of the following organizations should the Extension agents devote much 
time to in your county? 



Percent answering for each response 



Northwest 

District 


Nursing homes 
Yes Neutral No 


B & PW groups 
Yes Neutral No 


Labor unions 
Yes Neutral No 


Sportsmen's clubs 
Yes Neutral No 


BECKER 


AO • 0 


A0 • 0 


20.0 


30.0 


30.0 


A0* 0 


0.0 


A0 .0 


60.0 


27.3 


A5.5 


27.3 


CLAY 


9. 1 


36. A 


5A.5 


9. 1 


27.3 


63.6 


0.0 


18.2 


81.8 


9.1 


36. A 


5A.5 


KITTSON 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


0.0 


11. 1 


88.9 


55.6 


AA.A 


0.0 


MAHNOMEN 


1A.3 


28.6 


57. 1 


0.0 


A2.9 


57.1 


0.0 


1A. 3 


85.7 


1 A. 3 


57. 1 


28.6 


MARSHALL 


9.1 


5A.5 


36. A 


9. 1 


5A.5 


36. A 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


27.3 


27.3 


A 5 • 5 


NORMAN 


9.1 


27.3 


63.6 


27.3 


A5.5 


27.3 


0.0 


9.1 


90.9 


18.2 


5A.5 


27.3 


OTTER TAIL 


36. A 


A5.5 


18.2 


9.1 


5A.5 


36 . A 


18.2 


9.1 


72.7 


36. A 


36 • A 


27.3 


PENNINGTON 


10.0 


A0. 0 


50.0 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


33.3 


•m 

* 

CO 

in 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


POLK 


10.0 


20.0 


70.0 


22.2 


22.2 


55.6 


0.0 


11.1 


88. 9 


22.2 


33.3 


AA.A 


REDLAKE 


0.0 


55.6 


AA.A 


11. 1 


77.8 


11.1 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


AA.A 


AA.A 


11.1 


ROSEAU 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


30.0 


30.0 


A0 . 0 


0.0 


A 0 . 0 


60.0 


10.0 


60 . 0 


30.0 


TOGO 


9.1 


A5.5 


A5* 5 


27.3 


9. 1 


63.6 


0.0 


9.1 


90.9 


9. 1 


A5.5 


A 5 . 5 


WADENA 


0.0 


AA.A 


55.6 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


22.2 


66.7 


11. 1 


66*7 


22.2 


WILKIN 


9. 1 


A5* 5 


A5.5 


36. A 


18.2 


A5.5 


0.0 


18.2 


81.8 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 

t 

j. 


TOTAL 


12.1 


A2.9 


A5.0 


18.6 


39.3 


• 

CSi 


2.8 


21.3 


75.9 


23.6 


A5.0 


I 

31. A ' 
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Table 1C. 



Expansion through, working with other organizations (nursing homes, business and 
professional woman's groups, labor unions, and sportsmen's clubs) 



Question: 

Southwest 

District 

BIG STONE 
CHIPPEWA 
COTTONWOOD 
DOUGLAS 
GRANT 
JACKSON 
LAC GUI PA 
LINCOLN 
LYON 
MURRAY 
NOBLES 
PIPESTONE 
POPE 
REDWOOD 
ROCK 
STEVENS 
SWIFT 
TRAVERSE 
YELLOW MED 
TOTAL 



o 

ERIC 



Which, if any, of the following organizations should the Extension agents devote much 
time to in your county? 



Percent answering for each response 



Nursing homes B & PW groups Labor unions Sportsmen's clubs 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


12.5 


75.0 


12.5 


0.0 


36 . A 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


63.6 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


18.2 


36 . A 


45.5 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


9 . 1 


63*6 


27.3 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


25.0 


75.0 


16.7 


50.0 


33 . 3 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


0.0 


5 A . 5 


45 . 5 


18.2 


27.3 


54.5 


22.2 


44 • 4 


33.3 


22.2 


22.2 


55.6 


0.0 


9.1 


90.9 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


11 . 1 


22.2 


66 . 7 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


9 . 1 


45.5 


45.5 


12.5 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


8.3 


50.0 


41.7 


25.0 


41.7 


3 3. '3 


0.0 


36.4 


63.6 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


71.4 


28.6 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


25.0 


12.5 


62.5 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


11.0 


40.8 


48.2 


) 6.9 


43.6 


39.5 



0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


O 

* 

o 


0 . 0100.0 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


o 

• 

O 


27.3 


72.7 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


O 

• 

o 


9.1 


90.9 


45.5 


45.5 


9 . 1 


o 

• 

o 


16.7 


83.3 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


o 

• 

o 


16.7 


83.3 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


o 

• 

o 


9.1 


90.9 


36.4 


63.6 


0.0 


11.1 


22.2 


66.7 


22.2 


22.2 


55,6 


o 

• 

o 


18.2 


81.8 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


o 

• 

o 


10.0 


90.0 


40.0 


30 . 0 


30.0 


o 

t 

o 


20.0 


80.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


o 

• 

o 


9.1 


90.9 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


o 

• 

o 


12.5 


87.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


o 

• 

o 


36.4 


63.6 


18.2 


81.3 


0.0 


o 

• 

o 


27.3 


72.7 


9.1 


72.7 


18.2 


o 

• 

o 


28.6 


71.4 


28.6 


57.1 


14.3 


0.0 


25.0 


75.0 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


o 

• 

o 


55.6 


44.4 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


1.6 


22.1 


76.3 


26.3 


49.5 


24.2 
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Table 1C. 



Expansion through working with other organizations (nursing homes, business and 
professional woman's groups, labor unions, and sportsmen's clubs) 

Question: Which, if any, of the following organizations should the Extension agents devote much 

time to in your county? 

Percent answering for each response 

Southeast Nursing homes B & PW groups Labor unions Sportsmen's clubs 



District 


Yes 


Neutral 


No 


Yes Neutral 


No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes : 


Neutral 


No 


BLUE EARTH 


II. 1 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


44* 4 


44.4 


0.0 


11.1 88.9 


50.0 


10.0 


40.0 


8RGWN 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


0.0 


63*6 


36.4 


0.0 


54.5 45.5 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


DODGE 


0.0 


33.3 


66. 7 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


0.0 


16.7 83.3 


o.o 


41.7 


58.3 


FARIBAULT 


8.3 


16.7 


75.0 


8.3 


41.7 


50.0 


0.0 


8.3 91.7 


16.7 


25.0 


58.3 


FILLMORE 


22.2 


22.2 


55.6 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


0.0 


0.0100.0 


44.4 


44.4 


11. 1 


FREEBORN 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


71.4 


28.6 


0.0 


42.9 57.1 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


GOOCHUE 


0.0 


54.5 


45.5 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


9.1 


27.3 63.6 


0.0 


81.8 


18.2 


HOUSTON 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


18.2 


72.7 


9.1 


0.0 


18.2 81.8 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


LE SUEUR 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


0.0 


9.1 90.9 


18.2 


18.2 


63.6 


MARTIN 


0.0 


28.6 


71.4 


0 o 0 


57.1 


42.9 


0.0 


16.7 83.3 


14.3 


42.9 


42.9 


MOWER 


0.0 


11.1 


88.9 


11.1 


11. 1 


77.8 


0.0 


22.2 77.8 


22.2 


22.2 


55.6 


NICOLLET 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


0.0 


50*0 50.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


OLMSTED 


8.3 


33.3 


58.3 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


0.0 


33.3 66.7 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


RICE 


0.0 


25.0 


75.0 


25.0 


12.5 


62.5 


0.0 


0.0100.0 


12.5 


25.0 


62.5 


STEELE 


27-3 


45.5 


27.3 


41.7 


16.7 


41.7 


27.3 


27.3 45.5 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


WABASHA 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


22.2 


33.3 44.4 


40.0 


30*0 


30.0 


WASECA 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


0.0 


25.0 75.0 


50.0 


41.7 


8.3 


WATONWAN 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


66.7 


16.7 


0.0 


41.7 58.3 


16.7 


75.0 


8.3 


WINONA 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


0.0 


33.3 66.7 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


TOTAL 


10.1 


40.2 


49. 7 


17.4 


44.7 


37.9 


3.2 


24.7 72.0 


22.6 


43.2 


34.2 
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Table 1C. 
Question: 



Central 

District 

ANOKA 
BENTON 
CARVER 
CHISAGO 
DAKOTA 
HENNEPIN 
ISANTI 
KANDIYOHI 
MCLEOD 
MEEKER 
MILLE LACS 
RAMSEY 
RENVILLE 
SCOTT 
SHERBURNE 
SIBLEY 
STEARNS 
WASHINGTON 
WRIGHT 
TOTAL 



Expansion through working with other organizations (nursing homes, business and 
professional woman's groups, labor unions, and sportsmen's clubs) 



Which, if any, of the following organizations should the Extension agents devote much 
time to in your county? 



Percent answering for each response 



Nursing homes B & PW groups Labor unions Sportsmen's clubs 



Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


9.1 


27.3 


63.6 


9.1 


18.2 


72.7 


0.0 


9.1 


90.9 


9. 1 


36 . 4 


54.5 


9.1 


45.5 


45.5 


0.0 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


18.2 


81.8 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


25.0 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


AC. 0 


50.0 


10.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


10.0 


80.0 


10. 0 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


9. 1 


54.5 


36.4 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


0.0 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


18.2 


81.8 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


16.7 


25.0 


58.3 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


0.0 


18.2 


81.8 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


11.1 


11.1 


77.8 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


1.6.7 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


0.0 


40.0 


60.0 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


0.0 


10.0 


90.0 


10. 0 


20.0 


70.0 


27.3 


9.1 


63.6 


0.0 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


18.2 


81.8 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


8.3 


50.0 


41.7 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


9.1 


27.3 


63.6 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


0.0 


40.0 


60.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


20.0 


10.0 


70.0 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


0.0 


10.0 


90.0 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


0.0 


20.0 


80.0 


0.0 


10.0 


90.0 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


16.3 


39.3 


44.4 


14.1 


41.4 


44.5 


4.7 


25.5 


69.8 


28.7 


44.1 


27.2 
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Table 1C 



Expansion through working with other organizations (nursing homes, business and 
professional woman's groups, labor unions, and sportsmen's c lubs) _ 

Question: Which, if any, of the following organizations should the Extension agents devote much 

time to in your county? 

Percent answering for each response 

Northeast Nursing homes B & PW groups Labor unions Sportsmen's clubs 



District 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


AITKIN 


18. 


2 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


0.0 


18.2 


81.8 


50. 


.0 


33. 


3 


16.7 


BELTRAMI 


30. 


0 


20.0 


50.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


0.0 


20.0 


80.0 


20. 


.0 


50. 


0 


30.0 


CARLTON 


36. 


4 


63.6 


0*0 


25.0 


66.7 


8.3 


16.7 


58.3 


25.0 


25. 


,0 


58. 


3 


16.7 


CASS 


11. 


i 


33.3 


55.6 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


0.0 


11. 1 


88.9 


33. 


3 


22. 


2 


44.4 


CLEARWATER 


18. 


2 


36.4 


45.5 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


0.0 


36 . 4 


63.6 


9, 


.1 


36. 


4 


54.5 


CCOK 


22. 


2 


66.7 


11. 1 


80.0 


10.0 


10.0 


11. 1 


0.0 


88.9 


33, 


,3 


55. 


6 


11.1 


CROW WING 


10. 


0 


70.0 


20.0 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


55. 


.6 


33. 


3 


11.1 


HUBBARD 


22. 


2 


55.6 


22.2 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


55. 


.6 


33. 


3 


11.1 


ITASCA 


22. 


2 


44.4 


33,3 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


0. 


,0 


77. 


8 


22.2 


KANABEC 


30. 


0 


40.0 


30.0 


22.2 


55.6 


22 s 2 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


22. 


.2 


44. 


4 


33.3 


KOOCHICHIN 


30. 


0 


10.0 


60.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


22. 


.2 


44. 


4 


33.3 


LAKE 


25. 


0 


75.0 


0.0 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


50. 


.0 


25. 


0 


25.0 


LAKE WOODS 


16. 


7 


58.3 


25.0 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


45. 


.5 


54. 


5 


0.0 


MORRISON 


16. 


7 


50.0 


33.3 


8.3 


41.7 


50.0 


0.0 


25.0 


75.0 


33. 


.3 


41. 


7 


25.0 


PINE 


16. 


7 


50.0 


33.3 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


18. 


.2 


45. 


5 


36.4 


ST. LOUIS 


42. 


9 


28.6 


28.6 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


14.3 


42.9 


42.9 


44. 


.4 


33. 


3 


22.2 


Dist. TOTAL 


22. 


5 


46.9 


30.6 


31.1 


45.3 


23.6 


4.5 


32.9 


62.6 


32. 


. 1 


43. 


4 


24.5 


State TOTAL 


14. 


,3 


41.8 


43.9 


19.3 


43.0 


37.7 


3.4 


25.2 


71.4 


26. 


.7 


45. 


1 


28.3 
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Table 2 A. 



Question: 



Expansion through education work with other federally sponsored programs (FHA, 
ASCS, loans for farm housing, Milk Marketing Orders for Producers, Soil Conserva- 
tion, and Watershed Development) 

Which, if any, of the following federally sponsored programs should the county agents 
in your county do educational work with? 



Northwest FHA 

District Yes Neutral No 



Percent answering for each response 
Loans for 

ASCS farm housing Milk marketing 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



Soil 

conservation 
Yes Neutral No 



Watershed 
Yes Neutral No 



BECKER 


36.4 


63.6 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


c 

. 

c 


60.0 


0.0 


2 7.3 


63.6 


9. 1 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


6L .8 


18.2 


o 

. 

o 


CLAY 


58.3 


16.7 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


25.0 


16.7 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


33.3 


50.0 


50.0 


41.7 


8.3 


66 j 7 


25.0 


8.3 


KITTSON 


00.0 


10.0 


10. 0 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


40.0 


10.0 


50.0 


6U.0 


20.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


MAHNOMEN 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


12.5 


75.0 


12.5 


57.1 


14. 3 


20.6 


02.5 


12.5 


25.0 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


MARSHALL 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


30.0 


5Q.0 


20.0 


10.0 


80.0 


10.0 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


NORMAN 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


100. 0 


0.0 


0.0 


LOO.O 


0.0 


0.0 


OTTER TAIL 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


PENNINGTON 


9. 1 


54.5 


36.4 


45.5 


36.4 


10.2 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


81.6 


18.2 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


POLK 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


22.2 


22.2 


55.6 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


REDLAKE 


08.9 


11.1 


0.0 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


55.6 


44 • 4 


0.0 


90.0 


10.0 


0.0 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


ROSEAU 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


lid 


55.6 


33.3 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


TODD 


45.5 


27.3 


27. 3 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


58.3 


41.7 


0 . 0 


83.3 


8.3 


8.3 


66.7 


25,0 


8. 3 


WADENA 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


60 * 0 


30.0 


10.0 


86.9 


11.1 


0.0 


77.6 


22.2 


0.0 


WILKIN 


25.0 


41.7 


33. 3 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


75.0 


16.7 


8. 3 


66.7 


16.7 


16.7 


TOTAL 


44.7 


34.8 


20.6 


55.9 


28.0 


16.1 


22.6 


45.3 


32. 1 


35.9 


41.5 


22.5 


74.8 


16.8 


d.4 


70.9 


20.9 


8.1 
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Table 2A, Expansion through education work with other federally sponsored programs (FHA, 

ASCS, loans for farm housing, Milk Marketing Orders for Producers, Soil Conserva- 
tion, and Watershed Development) 



Question: Which, if any, of the following federally sponsored programs should the county agents 

in your county do educational work with? 



Percent answering for each response 

Loans for Soil 

Southwest FHA ASCS farm housing Milk marketing conservation Watershed 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



BIG STONE: 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


37.5 


50. 0 


12.5 


77.8 


22.2 


0.0 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


CHIPPEWA 


5 8.3 


25.0 


16.7 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


81 


9.1 


9. 1 


COTTONWOOD 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


90.0 


10.0 


0.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


80.0 


10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


DOUGLAS 


54.5 


lfl.? 


27.3 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


81.6 


9. 1 


9.1 


50.0 


41.7 


6.3 


GRANT 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


9. 1 


72.7 


18.2 


9. 1 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


JACKSON 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


8.3 


41.7 


50.0 


16.7 


56.3 


25.0 


66.7 


16.7 


16.7 


76.0 


16.7 


8.3 


LAC GU I PA 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


16.2 


27.3 


54.5 


2 7.3 


45.5 


27.3 


54.5 


9.1 


36.4 


91.7 


8.3 


0.0 


LINCOLN 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


0.0 


36.4 


63.6 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


81.8 


16.2 


0.0 


LYON 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


1M 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


55.6 


0.0 


44.4 


90.0 


10.0 


0.0 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


HURRAY 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


18.2 


16.2 


63.6 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


61.8 


18.2 


0.0 


90.9 


9.1 


0.0 


NOBLES 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


lioo.o 


0.0 


0.0 


PIPESTONE 


5C.0 


20.0 


30.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


30.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10. u 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


POPE 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


81.8 


16.2 


0.0 


REDWCOD 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


12.5 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


ROCK 


41.7 


41.7 


16. 7 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


STEVENS 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


0.0 


30.0 


70.0 


36.4 


9.1 


54.5 


90.9 


9.1 


0.0 


81.8 


16.2 


0.0 


SWIFT 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


90.0 


0.0 


10.0 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


TRAVERSE 


60.0 


0.0 


40.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


33.3 


11. 1 


55.6 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


80. 0 


10. 0 


10. 0 


63.6 


27. 3 


9. 1 


YELLOW MED 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


90.9 


9.1 


0.0 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


TOTAL 


42.9 


34.7 


22.4 


48.5 


30.3 


21.2 


20.7 


43.0 


*36.3 


36. 1 


39.3 


24.6 


01.5 


12.0 


6.5 


12 A 


23.9 


4.0 
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Table 2A, Expansion through education work with other federally sponsored programs (FHA, 

ASCS, loans for farm housing, Milk Marketing Orders for Producers, Soil Conserva- 
tion, and Watershed Development) 



Question: Which, if any, of the following federally sponsored programs should the county agents 

in your county do educational work with? 



Percent answering for each response 

Loans for Soil 

Southeast FHA ASCS farm housing Milk marketing conservation Watershed 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



BLUE BARTH 


-C- 

o 

• 

o 


10.0 


o 

. 

o 

.TV 


4 4.4 


22.2 


33.3 


0.0 


55.6 


BROWN 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


33.3 


4 1.7 


25.0 


27.3 


72.7 


dodge 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


0.3 


50.0 


FARIBAULT 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


16.7 


25.0 


38.3 


25.0 


16.7 


FILLMORE 


66.7 


11. i 


22.2 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


0.0 


77.8 


FREEBORN 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


25.0 


37.5 


GOODHUE 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


33.3 


50.0 


HOUSTON 


5C.0 


25.0 


25.0 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


41.7 


41.7 


LE SUEUR 


41.7 


25.0 


33.3 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


8.3 


33.3 


MARTIN 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


88.9 


0.0 


11.1 


0.0 


57.1 


MOWER 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


0.0 


55.6 


NICOLLET 


ao.o 


20.0 


0.0 


03.3 


16.7 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


OLMSTED 


2 5.0 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


0.0 


50.0 


RICE 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


0.0 


50.0 


STEELE 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


6 3.6 


36.4 


0.0 


27.3 


45.5 


WABASHA 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


45.5 


27.3 


WASECA 


58.3 


25.0 


16. 7 


58. 3 


L6.7 


25.0 


41.7 


50.0 


WATONWAN 


50.0 


41.7 


8. 3 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


8.3 


66. 7 


WINONA 


66.7 


22.2 


11 . 1 


66.7 


22.2 


11. 1 


12.5 


3 7.5 


TOTAL 


45.9 


32.7 


21.4 


46.9 


30. 1 * 


'23.0 


19.3 


47.9 



44.4 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


90.0 


iu.o 


O.U 


0.0 


66. 7 


25.0 


0.3 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


rtl .0 


LB. 2 


0.0 


41.7 


50.0 


41.7 


0.3 


41.7 


25.0 


3 3.3 


A 1 . 7 


25.0 


3 3*3 


58.3 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


91.7 


0.0 


0.3 


22.2 


33.3 


65.6 


11.1 


88.9 


11. 1 


0.0 


77. B 


22.2 


0.0 


37.5 


37.5 


37.5 


26. C 


75.0 


2 5 u 0 


O.C 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


16.7 


66.7 


33.3 


O.C 


ft 3 . 3 


0.3 


0.3 


5B. i 


33.3 


0.3 


L6 . 7 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


6 3.6 


18.2 


10.2 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


58.3 


8.3 


50.0 


41*7 


08.3 


25.0 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


16. 7 


42.9 


42.9 


57. 1 


O.C 


7 7.8 


22.2 


0.0 


77.6 


22.2 


0*0 


44.4 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


77. B 


22.2 


0.0 


77. a 


22.2 


0.0 


0.0 


00.0 


20.0 


O.C 


85.7 


14.3 


0.0 


«5.7 


14.3 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


41.7 


8.3 


68.3 


33. 3 


h. 3 


56.3 


33.3 


8. 3 


50.0 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


77.8 


22.2 


0.0 


77. H 


22.2 


O.U 


2 7.3 


27.3 


54 . 5 


16.2 


72. 7 


2 7.3 


0.0 


72.7 


2 7.3 


0.0 


27.3 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


90.9 


0.0 


9.1 


100. 0 


0.0 


0.0 


8.3 


50.0 


41.7 


0. 3 


66.7 


0.3 


25.0 


o 3.3 


U. 3 


0.3 


25.0 


27.3 


63.6 


9.1 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


66.7 


33. 3 


0.0 


50.0 


3 7.5 


12.6 


32.0 


41.8 


45.0 


13.2 


73.4 


19.1 


7.5 


73.1 


20.3 


6.6 
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if Table 2 A. 



Question: 



Central 

District 






Expansion through education work with other federally sponsored programs (FHA, 
ASCS, loans for farm housing, Milk Marketing Orders for Producers, Soil Conserva- 
tion, and Watershed Development) 

Which, if any, of the following federally sponsored programs should the county agents 
in your county do educational work with? 



Percent answering for each response 



FHA 

Yes Neutral No 



ASCS 

Yes Neutral No 



Loans for 
farm housing 
Yes Neutral No 



Milk marketing 
Yes Neutral No 



Soil 

conservation 
Yes Neutral No 



Watershed 
Yes Neutral No 



? ? 

% 



ANOKA 


33*3 


33.3 


33.3 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


0.0 


88.9 


11. 1 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


BENTON 


36. A 


63.6 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


27.3 


63.6 


9.1 


50.0 


41. 1 


8.3 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


50.0 


33.3 


16. 7 


CARVER 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


27.3 


63.6 


9.1 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


CHISAGO 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


DAKOTA 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


62.5 


25.0 


12.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


88.9 


11.1 


0.0 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


HENNEPIN 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


33.3 


66.7 


0*0 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


88.9 


11.1 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


ISANTI 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


81.8 


0.0 


18.2 


16.7 


58.3 


25.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


50.0 


41.7 


8.3 


KANDIYOHI 


66.7 


16.7 


16.7 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


7 r.a 


11.1 


11.1 


MCLEOD 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


72.7 


9.1 


18.2 


81.8 


9. 1 


9.1 


MEEKER 


9C.0 


16.7 


33.3 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


MILLE LACS 


28.6 


57.1 


14.3 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


55.6 


33.3 


il.l 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


RAMSEY 


0.0 


28.6 


71.4 


14.3 


28.6 


57.1 


0.0 


28. 6 


71.4 


0.0 


2B.6 


71.4 


42.9 


42.9 


14.3 


42.9 


42.9 


14.3 


RENVILLE 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


45.5 


18.2 


36.4 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


SCOTT 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


SHERBORNE 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


20.0 


80.0 


30.0 


54.5 


36.4 


9. 1 


83.3 


16. 7 


0.0 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


SIBLEY 


54.5 


36.4 


9. 1 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


45.5 


45.5 


9. 1 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


STEARNS 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


WASHINGTON 


45.5 


18.2 


36.4 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


25.0 


16.7 


58.3 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


91.7 


8.3 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


WRIGHT 


54.5 


9.1 


36.4 


45.5 


9.1 


45.5 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


72.7 


9.1 


18.2 


60.0 


10.0 


30.0 


TOTAL 


43.3 


36.6 


20.1 


45.6 


34.4 


20.0 


33.7 


46.4 


29.9 


42.6 


39.5 


17.9 


73.0 


20.5 


6.5 


59.2 


29.6 


11.2 
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Table 2 A 



Expansion through education work with other federally sponsored programs (FHA, 
ASCS, loans for farm housing, Milk Marketing Orders for Producers, Soil Conserva 
tion, and Watershed Development) 



Question: 



Which, if any, of the following federally sponsored programs should the county agents 
in your county do educational work with? 



Percent answering for each response 



Loans for Soil 

Northeast FHA ASCS farm housing Milk marketing conservation Watershed 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



AITKIN 


46.5 


36.4 


18.2 


5R.3 


26.0 


16.7 


18.2 


6 4.6 


18.2 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


75.0 


26.0 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


o.u 


BELTRAMI 




36.4 


9. 1 


58.3 


41. 7 


£ *0 


27.3 


54 • 5 


18.2 


66.7 


25.0 


b • 3 


76.0 


25.0 


0.0 


6b • 3 


3 3.3 


r. 4 


CARL TC.N 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


83. 3 


16. 7 


0.0 


4 1.7 


58.3 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


Vi. 7 


0.0 


H • j> 


66. 7 


26.0 


fs.i 


CASS 


3C.0 


30.0 


40.0 


45.5 


27.3 


2 7.3 


10.0 


60.0 


40. 0 


2 7.3 


36.4 


36.4 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


72.7 


27. 4 


0.0 


CLEARWATER 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


84.5 


9. 1 


16.2 


54.6 


27.3 


4 5.5 


36 • 4 


16.2 


58.3 


2 5.0 


• 6 . 7 


60.0 


33.3 


16.7 


COOK 


55.6 


11.1 


33.3 


I 7. a 


0.0 


22 .2 


55.6 


22.2 


22.7 


2 2.2 


33. 4 


44.4 


76.0 


12.5 


12.6 


55.6 


0.0 


44 . 4 


CROW WING 


8/. 5 


0.0 


12.5 


B 7 . 5 


0.0 


12.5 


12.5 


62.6 


25.0 


62.5 


25.0 


12.5 


8 b. 9 


li.l 


0.0 


76.0 


12.5 


l?.i» 


HUBBARD 


57.5 


12.5 


0.0 


87. 5 


12.5 


O.U 


88.7 


14 . 3 


0.0 


75.0 


0.0 


25.0 


87.5 


12.5 


0.0 


87.5 


12.5 


0.0 


ITASCA 


4 4.4 


44.4 


11.1 


75.0 


12.5 


12.5 


3 7.5 


3 7.5 


25.0 


12.5 


76.0 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


12.6 


50.0 


37. & 


12.0 


KANABEC 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


30. U 


20.0 


60 . 0 


20. «l 


7*J • 0 


10.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20. 0 


KOOCHICHIN 


62.5 


37.5 


o.u 


6?. 5 


25.0 


12.5 


37.5 


62.6 


0.0 


76.0 


12.6 


12.6 


6<" • 9 


0.0 


11.1 


75.0 


12.6 


12.0 


LAKE 


26.0 


75.0 


0.0 


87.5 


12.5 


0.0 


75.0 


62.5 


12.6 


12.6 


47.5 


50.0 


76.0 


2 6.0 


0.0 


37.6 


o2 . 6 


0.0 


LAKE WOODS 


66.7 


33.3 


c.c 


66.7 


28,0 


8.3 


3 3.3 


60.0 


16.7 


27.3 


72.7 


0.0 


91.7 


8 • 3 


c.o 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


MORRISON 


25.0 


41.7 


33. 3 


41.7 


33. 3 


25.0 


6.3 


41.7 


50. o 


75.0 


16.7 


8. 3 


8 3.3 


8.3 


8.3 


6 6.7 


2.5.0 


o • 3 


PINE 


03.3 


8.3 


8.3 


83.3 


8.3 


8.3 


18.2 


63.6 


16.2 


72.7 


9. i 


18.2 


91.7 


8.3 


0.0 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


ST. LOUIS 


6 3.6 


18.2 


18.2 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


8a. 9 


11.1 


0.0 


8 3.3 


16.7 


0.0 


77. a 


22.2 


0.0 


Dist. TOTAL 


54.9 


30.2 


14.8 


66.5 


22.0 


11.6 


30.4 


49.4 


20.3 


51.9 


31.2 


16.9 


80.2 


14.4 


5.4 


66.7 


24.7 


& . 6 


State TGTAL 


4 6.0 


3 4.6 


20.4 


52.0 


29.2 


18.7 


23.1 


46.3 


30.5 


41.6 


39.5 


18. 9 


76.6 


16.6 


6. « 


68.4 


24.0 


7.o 



f 1 

I 
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Table 2B, Expansion through education work with other federally sponsored programs (Job Corps, 

nonfarm low income housing programs, CAP, Headstart, and Manpower Deve lopment Training) 

Question: Which, if any, of the following federally sponsored programs should the county agents in 

your county do educational work with? 



Percent answering for each response 



Northwest Job Corps Nonfarm housing CAP Headstart MDT 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



BECKER 


O 

• 

Q 


36. A 


63.6 


A 5. 8 


27.3 


27.3 


CLAY 


0.0 


25.0 


75.0 


8.3 


50.0 


Al. 7 


KITTSON 


20.0 


A0 • 0 


A0. 0 


30.0 


A0 . 0 


30.0 


MAHNOMEN 


25.0 


12.5 


62.3 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


MARSHALL 


0.0 


60.0 


A0. 0 


0.0 


50.0 


DP 

O 

• 

o 


NORMAN 


10.0 


50.0 


A0. 0 


A0 * 0 


30.0 


30.0 


OTTER TAIL 


20.0 


Du 

O 

» 

O 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


PENNINGTON 


10.0 


20.0 


70.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


POLK 


0.0 


22.2 


77.8 


0.0 


AA.A 


55.6 


REDLAKE 


0.0 


77.8 


22.2 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


ROSEAU 


11.1 


AA.A 


AA.A 


0.0 


AA.A 


65.6 


TODD 


18.2 


5A.5 


27.3 


10.0 


A0. 0 


60.0 


WADENA 


11. 1 


88.9 


0.0 


22.2 


AA.A 


33.3 


WILKIN 


33.3 


16.7 


50.0 


A l . 7 


25.0 


33.3 


TOTAL 


11. A 


A0. 7 


A7.9 


20. 1 


Al.O 


38.8 



50.0 


A0 . 0 


10 .0 


20.0 


AO.O 


AO.O 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


0.0 


58.3 


A 1.7 


8.3 


25.0 


66.7 


16.7 


A 1.7 


A 1.7 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


30.0 


30.0 


A0 . 0 


0.0 


20.0 


80.0 


AO.O 


50.0 


10.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


30.0 


AO.O 


30.0 


A0 . 0 


A0 . 0 


20.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


AO.O 


AO.O 


20.0 


16.7 


58.3 


25.0 


0.0 


30.0 


70.0 


25.0 


33.3 


A 1.7 


0.0 


AA.A 


55.6 


0.0 


55.6 


AA.A 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


AA.A 


55.6 


0.0 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


55.8 


3 3.3 


11.1 


5A.5 


IB. 2 


27.3 


0.0 


AA.A 


55.6 


36. A 


36. A 


27.3 


27.3 


6 3.6 


9.1 


9. 1 


A5.5 


A5.5 


36. A 


27.3 


36. A 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


11. 1 


55.6 


33.3 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


25.0 


A1.7 


33.3 


0.0 


Al .7 


5b • 3 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


29. A 


A7.6 


23.1 


8.6 


A3. 2 


A8.2 


3 A. 7 


A0. 3 


25.0 
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Table 2B, 
Question; 



Southwest 

District 

BIG STONE 
CHIPPEWA 
COTTONWOOD 
DOUGLAS 
GRANT 
JACKSON 
LAC QUI PA 
LINCOLN 
LYON 
MURRAY 
NOBLES 
PIPESTONE 
POPE 
REDWOOD 
ROCK 
STEVENS 
SWIFT 
TRAVERSE 
YELLOW MED 
TCTAL 



Expansion through education work with other federally sponsored programs (Job Corps, 
nonfarm low income housing programs, CAP, Headstart, and Manpower Development Training) 



Which, if any, of the following federally sponsored programs should the county agents in 
your county do educational work with? 



Percent answering for each response 



Job Corps Nonfarm housing CAP Headstart MDT 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



37.5 


62.5 


0.0 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


57.1 


42.9 


0.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25. C 


37.5 


62.5 


0.0 


9*1 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


27.3 


63.6 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


0.0 


36.4 


63.6 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


20.0 


70.0 


10. 0 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


60.0 


40.0 


0,0 


9* l 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


54.5 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


36.4 


0.0 


54.5 


45.5 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


36.4 


54.5 


9. 1 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


36.4 


63.6 


0.0 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


8.3 


25.0 


66.7 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


0.0 


54.5 


45.5 


36.4 


27.3 


36,4 


37.5 


12.5 


50.0 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


12.5 


75.0 


12.5 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


18.2 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


20.0 


10.0 


70.0 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


9. 1 


36.4 


54.5 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


37.5 


62.5 


0 . 0 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


50.0 


7.5 


12.5 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


9.1 


45.5 


45.5 


30.0 


50.0 


20. C 


9.1 


36 ,4 


54.5 


9. 1 


18.2 


72.7 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


9.1 


18.2 


72.7 


14.3 


57.1 


28.6 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


12.5 


50.0 


37.5 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


0.0 


11.1 


88.9 


33.3 


55.6 


11. 1 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


33.3 


44 .4 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


19.5 


46.3 


34.2 


16.3 


41.1 


42.6 


33.5 


44.7 


21.8 


11.9 


44.8 


43.3 


34.2 


43.7 


22.1 
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Table 2B. Expansion through education work with other federally sponsored programs (Job Corps, 
nonfarm low income housing programs, CAP, Headstart, and Manpower Development Training) 

Question: Which, if any, of the following federally sponsored programs should the county agents in 

your county do educational work with? 

Percent answering for each response 

Southeast Job Corps Nonfarm housing CAP Headstart MDT 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



BLUE EARTH 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


11. 1 


44.4 


44.4 


0.0 


22.2 


77.8 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


BROWN 


18..' 


l . 8 


0c0 


16.7 


75.0 


8.3 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


16.2 


72.7 


9.1 


DdOGE 


41. 7 


25.0 


33.3 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


41.7 


3 3.3 


FARIBAULT 


16.7 


33.3 


50.0 


8.3 


50.0 


41.7 


8.3 


41.7 


50.0 


0.0 


9.1 


90.9 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


FILLMORE 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


11. 1 


22.2 


66.7 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


11.1 


55.6 


3 3.3 


FREEBORN 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


12.5 


87.5 


0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


GQ0CHL c 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


HOUSTON 


9.1 


45.5 


45.5 


0.0 


72.7 


27.3 


27.3 


63.6 


9.1 


8.3 


41.7 


50.0 


27*3 


72.7 


0.0 


LE SUEUR 


8.3 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


50.0 


41.7 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


66. 7 


16.7 


MARTIN 


25.0 


12.5 


62.5 


0.0 


42.9 


57.1 


42.9 


42.9 


14.3 


14.3 


28.6 


57. 1 


14.3 


42.9 


42.9 


MOWER 


33.3 


11.1 


55.6 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


NICOLLET 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


OLMSTED 


25.0 


58.3 


16. 7 


8.3 


41.7 


50.0 


66.7 


25.0 


8 a 3 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


RICE 


12.5 


25.0 


62.5 


0.0 


25.0 


75.0 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


12» 5 


12.5 


75.0 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


STEELE 


27.3 


63.6 


9. 1 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


18.2 


27.3 


54.5 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


WABASHA 


10.0 


80.0 


10.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


0.0 


55.6 


44. V 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


WASECA 


9.1 


45.5 


45. 5 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


8.3 


33.3 


58.3 


16.2 


36.4 


45.5 


WATONWAN 


16.7 


50.0 


33. 3 


0.0 


70.0 


30.0 


27.3 


63.6 


9.1 


9. 1 


63.6 


27.3 


16.7 


75.0 


8.3 


WINCNA 


0.0 


12.5 


87.5 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


0.0 


87.5 


12.5 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


37.5 


12.5 


50.0 


TOTAL 


15.3 


46.8 


37.9 


12.2 


48.7 


39.2 


23.4 


52.7 


23.9 


10. 1 


36.7 


53.2 


24.9 


48.1 


27.0 
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Table 2B. Expansion througn education work with other federally sponsored programs (Job Corps, 
nonfarm low income housing programs, CAP, Headstart, and Manpower Development Training) 

Question: Which, if any, of the following federally sponsored programs should the county agents in 

your county do educational work with? 

Percent answering for each response 

Central Job Corps Nonfarm housing CAP Headstart MDT 



District 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


ANGKA 


44.4 


55.6 


0. 0 


44. 4 


44. 


4 


11.1 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


BENTON 


9.1 


81.8 


9. 1 


18.2 


72. 


7 


9.1 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


41.7 


3 3.3 


25.0 


CARVER 


10. 0 


40.0 


50.0 


0.0 


45. 


5 


54.5 


27.3 


45.5 


2 7.3 


9.1 


27.3 


63.6 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


CHISAGO 


0.0 


77.8 


22. 2 


10.0 


60. 


0 


30.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


DAKOTA 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


37.5 


12. 


5 


50.0 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


HENNEPIN 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


30.0 


40. 


0 


30.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


66.7 


3 3.3 


0.0 


ISANTI 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


27.3 


45. 


5 


27.3 


41.7 


50.0 


8.3 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


50.0 


41.7 


8.3 


KANCIYOHI 


27.3 


27.3 


45. 5 


30.0 


30. 


0 


40.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


9.1 


18.2 


72.7 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


MCLEOD 


9„ 1 


54.5 


36.4 


18.2 


54. 


5 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


0.0 


70.0 


30.0 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


MEEKER 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


20.0 


40. 


0 


40.0 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


MILLE LACS 

1 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


33.3 


33. 


3 


33.3 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


| RAMSEY 

f 


42.9 


14.3 


42.9 


57.1 


28. 


6 


14.3 


42.9 


28.6 


28.6 


42.9 


28.6 


28.6 


57.1 


28.6 


14.3 


] RENVILLE 


0.0 


18.2 


81.8 


0.0 


45. 


5 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


0.0 


18.2 


81.8 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


! SCOTT 


9.1 


54.5 


36.4 


27.3 


36. 


4 


36.4 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


9. 1 


36.4 


54.5 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


i 

] SHERBURNE 

! 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


18.2 


36. 


4 


45.5 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


j SIBLEY 

is 

Ij, 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


27.3 


27. 


3 


45. 5 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


9.1 


54.5 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


| STEARNS 


C.O 


60.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30. 


0 


40.0 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


WASHINGTON 

h 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


0.0 


30. 


0 


70.0 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


WRIGHT 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


20.0 


0 . 


0 


80.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


| TOTAL 


20.9 


48.2 


30.9 


22.5 


38. 


2 


39.3 


33.7 


42.5 


23.8 


14.5 


41.5 


44.0 


33.8 


41.0 


25. 1 
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Table 2B. 



Expansion through education work with other federally sponsored programs (Job Corps, 
nonfarm low income housing programs, CAP, Headstart, and Manpower Development Training) 



Question: 



Which, if any, of the following federally sponsored programs should the county agents in 
your county do educational work with? 



Percent answering for each response 



Northeast Job Corps Nonfarm housing CAP Headstart MDT 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



AITKIN 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


50.0 


16.7 


33.3 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


BELTRAMI 


0.0 


18.2 


81.8 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


10.0 


80.0 


10.0 


0.0 


50 . 0 


50.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


CARLTON 


0.0 


91.7 


8.3 


41.7 


58.3 


0.0 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


8.3 


66.7 


25.0 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


CASS 


0.0 


30.0 


70.0 


0.0 


20.0 


80.0 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


10.0 


20.0 


70.0 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


CLEARWATER 


0.0 


36. 4 


63.6 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


0.0 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


COOK 


11.1 


22.2 


66.7 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


80.0 


10.0 


10.0 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


CROW WING 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


0.0 


71.4 


28.6 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


HUBBARD 


0.0 


71.4 


28.6 


42.9 


42.9 


14.; 


57.1 


42.9 


0.0 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


ITASCA 


12.5 


50.0 


37.5 


37.5 


12.5 


50.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


25-0 


37.5 


37.5 


KANABEC 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20. C 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


KOOCHICHIN 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


44.4 


44.4 


11*1 


12.5 


50.0 


37*5 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


LAKE 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


12.5 


87.5 


0.0 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


LAKE WOODS 


9.1 


72.7 


18.2 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


41.7 


50.0 


8.3 


16.7 


58.3 


25.0 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


MORRISON 


16.7 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


33.3 


25.0 


41.7 


PINE 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


36.4 


9.1 


54.5 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


33.3 


8.3 


58.3 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


ST. LOUIS 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


50* 0 


25.0 


25.0 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


88.9 


11.1 


0.0 


Dist. TOTAL 


16.6 


46.5 


36.9 


28.4 


41.9 


29.7 


38.4 


44.7 


17.0 


16.6 


45.2 


38.2 


45.0 


33.7 


21.2 


State TOTAL 


17. 1 


46.0 


37.0 


19.6 


42.2 


38.2 


31.6 


46.4 


22.0 


12.4 


42.1 


45.5 


34.2 


41.7 


24.1 
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Table 3 A. 



Expansion through the appointment of crea. agents 



Question: In what ways, if any, can an area agent strengthen Extension programs in your county? 

Percent answering for each response 

Work with Leadership Public educational 



Northwest individuals development 



District 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


BECKER 


30.0 


70.0 


0.0 


20.0 


80.0 


0.0 


CLAY 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


45.5 


45.5 


9. 1 


KITTSON 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


MAHNOMEN 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


MARSHALL 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


NORMAN 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


45.5 


9. 1 


OTTER TAIL 


6 3.6 


18.2 


18.2 


72.7 


9.1 


18.2 


PENNINGTON 


36.4 


54.5 


9. 1 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


POLK 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


11. 1 


REDLAKE 


55.6 


22.2 


22. 2 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


ROSEAU 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


TODD 


5C.0 


41 .7 


8.3 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


WADENA 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


WILKIN 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


TOTAL 


4 3.6 


40.0 


16.4 


54.9 


37.5 


7.6 
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Special projects Applied research meetings 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


77.8 


22.2 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


55.6 


44 . 4 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


14.3 


42.9 


42.9 


14.3 


57.1 


28.6 


42.9 


42.9 


14.3 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


6 3.6 


18.2 


18.2 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


72.7 


2 7.3 


0.0 


72. 7 


27.3 


0.0 


6 3.6 


27.3 


9.1 


4 5.5 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


5y.3 


41.7 


0.0 


8 3.3 


16. 7 


0.0 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


90.0 


0.0 


10.0 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


77-8 


22.2 


0.0 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


60.0 


30.0 


10. 0 


77.8 


11.1 


11.1 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


83.3 


8.3 


8.3 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


91.7 


8.3 


0.0 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


11. 1 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


75.0 


8.3 


16.7 


75.0 


8.3 


16.7 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


59.4 


27.3 


13.3 


66.4 


24.5 


9. 1 


63.3 


29-3 


7.5 
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Table 3A. Expansion through the appointment of area agents 



Question: 



Southwest 

District 

BIG STONE 
CHIPPEWA 
COTTONWOOD 
DOUGLAS 
GRANT 
JACKSON 
LAC GU PA 
LINCOLN 
LYON 
MURRAY 
NOBLES 
PIPESTONE 
POPE 
REDWOOD 
ROCK 
STEVENS 
SWIFT 
TRAVERSE 
YELLOW MED 
TOTAL 



In what ways, if any, can an area agent strengthen Extension programs in your county? 



Percent answering for each response 



Work with Leadership Public educational 

individuals development Special projects Applied research meetings 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


77. B 


22.2 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


66.7 


3 3.3 


0.0 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


91.7 


8.3 


O.C 


58.3 


41.7 


c.o 


AO . 0 


60.0 


0.0 


60.0 


A0. 0 


0.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


AO.O 


50.0 


10.0 


77.8 


0.0 


22.2 


36. A 


5A.5 


9. 1 


AA.A 


AA.A 


11.1 


63.6 


36. A 


0.0 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


60.0 


AO.O 


OoO 


A 5 . 5 


36. A 


18.2 


A5.5 


A 5. 5 


9.1 


A5 . 5 


5A.5 


0.0 


A5.5 


5A.5 


0.0 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


30.0 


A0 . 0 


30.0 


50.0 


AO.O 


10.0 


A 5 . 5 


36. A 


18.2 


A 5 . 5 


36. A 


18.2 


54.5 


36. A 


9. 1 


9.1 


72.7 


18.2 


A 5 . 5 


A5.5 


9.1 


5A.5 


36. A 


9.1 


63.6 


36. A 


0.0 


50.0 


33. 3 


16.7 


36. A 


A5.5 


18.2 


27.3 


6 3.6 


9.1 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


6 3.6 


27.3 


9. 1 


63.6 


36. A 


0.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20. 0 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


AO.O 


60.0 


0.0 


AC . 0 


A0. 0 


20.0 


A0* 0 


60.0 


0.0 


60.0 


AO.O 


0.0 


60.0 


30. 0 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 


20.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


90.0 


10*0 


0.0 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


50.0 


A0 . 0 


10.0 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


50.0 


60.0 


0.0 


70.0 


30.0 


O.C 


B0 .0 


10.0 


10. 0 


72.7 


IB. 2 


9. 1 


5A.5 


27.3 


18.2 


36. A 


5A.5 


9.1 


8i. a 


0.0 


18.2 


63.6 


IB. 2 


18.2 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


62.6 


25.0 


12.5 


75.0 


12.5 


12.5 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


27.3 


63.6 


9. L 


5A.5 


18.2 


27.3 


A 5 . 5 


27.3 


27.3 


5A.5 


27.3 


18.2 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


36. A 


36. A 


27. 3 


63.6 


27.3 


9. 1 


5 A . 5 


36. A 


9.1 


5 A . 5 


36 . A 


9. 1 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


36 .A 


63.6 


0.0 


A5.5 


6A . 6 


0.0 


6 3.6 


36. A 


0.0 


A0 . 0 


30.0 


30.0 


27.3 


63.6 


9.1 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


50.0 


AO.O 


10. C 


54.5 


45.5 


O.U 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


60.0 


AO.O 


0.0 


AO.O 


AO.O 


20.0 


54. 5 


27.3 


18.2 


5U.0 


50.0 


0.0 


A3. 1 


A0. 5 


16. A 


5A. A 


3 7.9 


7.7 


55.3 


37.6 


7.1 


6 3.5 


29. A 


7.1 


61.1 


31.3 


7.6 
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Table 3 A 



Question: 



Southeast 

District 

BLUE EARTH 
BROWN 
DODGE 
FARIBAULT 
FILLMORE 
FREEBORN 
GOODHUE 
HOUSTON 
LE SUEUR 
MARTIN 
MOWER 
NICOLLET 
OLMSTED 
RICE 
STEELE 
WABASHA 
WASECA 
WATONWAN 
WINONA 
TOTAL 



Expansion through the appointment of area a gents 

In what ways, if any, can an area agent strengthen Extension programs in your county? 



Percent answering for each response 



Work with Leadership Public educational 

individuals development Special projects Applied research meetings 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



44*4 


33.3 


22.2 


66.7 


22.2 


41*7 


50.0 


8. 3 


50.0 


50.0 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


91.7 


8.3 


3 3.3 


33.3 


33.3 


58.3 


41.7 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


7 7.8 


22.2 


50.0 


37.5 


12. 5 


37.5 


62.5 


L8.2 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


45.5 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


54.5 


45.5 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


66.7 


25.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


55.6 


33.3 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


50.0 


37.5 


14.3 


71.4 


14. 3 


50.0 


50.0 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25. 0 


62.5 


25.0 


58.3 


0.0 


41.7 


50.0 


3 3.3 


45.5 


9.1 


45.5 


75.0 


16.7 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


50.0 


41.7 


41.7 


58.3 


0.0 


45.5 


5 4.5 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


42.1 


36.9 


21.0 


56.4 


36.4 



11.1 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


55.6 


o 

• 

o 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


66.7 


o 

• 

o 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


5 8.3 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


41.7 


O 

• 

O 


77.8 


22.2 


0.0 


77.8 


o 

• 

o 


62.5 


25.0 


12.5 


75.0 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


o 

• 

o 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


45.5 


8.3 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


75.0 


11.1 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


57.1 


12.5 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


55.6 


o 

• 

o 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


100.0 


0.0 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


66.7 


12.5 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


37.5 


16. 7 


50.0 


16.7 


33.3 


75.0 


8.3 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


81.8 


8.3 


16.7 


58.3 


25.0 


33.3 


o 

• 

o 


83.3 


8.3 


8.3 


58.3 


11.1 


22.2 


66.7 


11. 1 


44.4 


7.2 


51.0 


36.1 


12.9 


58.2 



44.4 


0.0 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


33.3 


0.0 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


16.7 


25.0 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


33.3 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


11.1 


11. 1 


77.8 


11.1 


11. 1 


25.0 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


45.5 


36.4 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


18.2 


36.4 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


16.7 


8.3 


58.3 


33. 3 


8.3 


42.9 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


22.2 


22.2 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


0.0 


0.0 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


33.3 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


37.5 


25.0 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


8.3 


16.7 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


9.1 


9. 1 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


o 

• 

o 


16.7 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


41.7 


0.0 


41.7 


50.0 


8.3 


44.4 


11. 1 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


28.4 


13.4 


58.4 


32.5 


9.1 
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Table 3A. Expansion through the appointment of area agents 



Question: 



In what ways, if any, can an area agent strengthen Extension programs in your county? 

Percent answering for each response 



Central 

District 



Work with 
individuals 
Yes Neutral No 



Leadership 
development 
Yes Neutral No 



Public educational 

Special projects Applied research meetings 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



ANOKA 


55.6 


33.3 


11. 1 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


90.0 


10.0 


0.0 


80.0 


10.0 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


BENTON 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


50.0 


41.7 


8.3 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


8 3.3 


16.7 


0.0 


CARVER 


45,5 


45.5 


9. 1 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


CHISAGO 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


DAKOTA 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


77.8 


11.1 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


HENNEPIN 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


77.8 


22.2 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


ISANTI 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


50.0 


41.7 


8.3 


41.7 


50.0 


8.3 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


KANDIYOHI 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


MCLECD 


41.7 


50.0 


8.3 


66.7 


8.3 


25.0 


27.3 


63.6 


9. 1 


6 3.6 


27.3 


9. 1 


90.9 


0.0 


9.1 


MEEKER 


41.7 


50.0 


8.3 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


18.2 


63.6 


IP. 2 


41.7 


50.0 


8.3 


45.5 


45.5 


9. 1 


MILLF LACS 


50. 0 


50.0 


0. 0 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


12.5 


75.0 


12.5 


37.5 


62.5 


0.0 


RAMSEY 


14.3 


71.4 


14.3 


42.9 


57.1 


0*0 


28.6 


57.1 


14.3 


42.9 


42.9 


14.3 


71.4 


28.6 


0.0 


RENVILLE 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


63.6 


27.3 


9. 1 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


SCOTT 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


63,6 


27.3 


9.1 


SHERBURNE 


20.0 


80.0 


0.0 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


SIBLEY 


63.6 


27.3 


9. 1 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


63.6 


27.3 


9. 1 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


STEARNS 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


WASHINGTON 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


33.3 


58.3 


8.3 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


WRIGHT 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


36.4 


54.5 


9. 1 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


TOTAL 


43. I 


45.6 


11.3 


57.9 


36.5 


5.6 


46.9 


42.9 


10.2 


57.1 


35.7 


7. 1 


59.7 


34.3 


6.0 
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Table 3A. Expansion through the appointment of area agents 



Question: 



In what ways, if any, can an area agent strengthen Extension programs in your county? 

Percent answering for each response 



j Northeast 
District 



Work with 
individuals 
Yes Neutral No 



Leadership 
development 
Yes Neutral No 



Public educational 

Special projects Applied research meetings 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



AITKIN 


54.5 


45.5 


o 

• 

o 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


63.6 


36.4 


o 

• 

o 


36.4 


54.5 


9. 1 


81.8 


9.1 


9.1 


BELTRAMI 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


54.5 


18.2 


27o 3 


75.0 


8.3 


16.7 


CARLTON 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


CASS 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


CLEARWATER 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


COOK 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


30. 0 


20.0 


0.0 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


CROW WING 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


25.0 


75.0 


o. t o 


12.5 


75.0 


12.5 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


HUBBARD 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


ITASCA 


44.4 


33,3 


22.2 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


77.8 


22.2 


0.0 


KANABEC 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


72.7 


9.1 


18.2 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


10. 0 


KOOCHICHIN 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


55.6 


44*4 


0.0 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


LAKE 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


25.0 


75.0 


0.0 


75.0 


12.5 


12.5 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


LAKE WOODS 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


MORRISON 


41.7 


50.0 


8.3 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


41.7 


58.3 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


PINE 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


ST. LOUIS 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


91.7 


8.3 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


90.9 


9.1 


0.0 


DistricTOTAL 


52.7 


37.0 


10.3 


63.6 


33.3 


3.0 


48.4 


42.9 


8.7 


60.6 


33.3 


6. 1 


71.7 


24.1 


4.2 


State TOTAL 


44.7 


40.1 


15.2 


57.4 


36.4 


6.3 


52.0 


37.7 


10.3 


60.9 


30.5 


8.6 


62.5 


30.6 


6.9 
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Table 4 A. 



Expansion through the exchange of work 



Question: Do you feel that Extension agents in your county should spend much time in exchanges 

with other counties? 



Percent answering for each response 



Northwest Agricultural program Home program 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



BECKER 


30*0 


60.0 


10.0 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


CLAY 


6 6.7 


16.7 


16.7 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


KITTSON 


50.0 


16.7 


33.3 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


MAHNOMEN 


71. A 


28.6 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


0.0 


MARSHALL 


63.6 


27.3 


9. 1 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


NORMAN 


45. 5 


27.3 


27.3 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


OTTER TAIL 


33.3 


16.7 


50.0 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


PENNINGTON 


91.7 


0.0 


8.3 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


POLK 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


REDLAKE 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


ROSEAU 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


TODD 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


WADENA 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


WILKIN 


66.7 


16.7 


16.7 


50.0 


16.7 


33.3 


TOTAL 


62.3 


22.1 


15.6 


43.0 


39.6 


17.4 
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Table 4A. 



Expansion through the exchange of work 



Question; Do you feel that Extension agents in your county should cpend much time in exchanges 

with other counties? 



Percent answering for each response 



Southwest Agricultural program Home program 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



BIG STONE 


87.5 


12.5 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


CHIPPEWA 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


COTTONWOOD 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


DOUGLAS 


54.5 


18.2 


27. 3 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


GRANT 


81.8 


9.1 


9. 1 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


JACKSON 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


8.3 


75.0 


16.7 


LAC QLI PA 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


LINCOLN 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


LYON 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


MURRAY 


54.5 


36.4 


9. 1 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


NOBLES 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


PIPESTONE 


8C.0 


0.0 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 


20.0 


POPE 


81.8 


0.0 


18.2 


6 3.6 


27.3 


9. 1 


REDWOOD 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


ROCK 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


STEVENS 


90.9 


0.0 


9. 1 


63.6 


9. 1 


27.3 


SWIFT 


81.8 


0.0 


16.2 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


TRAVERSE 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


YELLOW MED 


72.7 


9.1 


18. 2 


70.0 


10.0 


20.0 


TOTAL 


68.8 


18.8 


12.4 


49.5 


35.0 


15.5 



44 
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T able 4 A. 



Expansion through the exchange of work 



Question: Do you feel that Extension agents in your county should spend much time in exchanges 

with other counties? 

Percent answering for each response 



Southeast 

District 


Agricultural program 
Yes Neutral No 


Home program 
Yes Neutral No 


BLUE EARTH 


88.9 


11.1 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


BROWN 


50. 0 


33.3 


16.7 


16.7 


66.7 


16.7 


DODGE 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


FARIBAULT 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


F ILLMORE 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


FREEBORN 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


0.0 


GOODHUE 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


HOUSTON 


91.7 


8.3 


0.0 


54,5 


45.5 


0«0 


LE SUEUR 


A 1.7 


41.7 


16.7 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


MARTIN 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


42.9 


57.1 


0.0 


MOWER 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


NICOLLET 


71.4 


28.6 


0.0 


60.0 


40. Q 


0.0 


OLM c TED 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


RICE 


77.8 


11.1 


11. 1 


55.6 


44 . 4 


0.0 


STEELE 


66.7 


25.0 


8. 3 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


WABASHA 


91.7 


8.3 


0.0 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


WASECA 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


WATONWAN 


91.7 


8.3 


0.0 


58.3 


41.7 


0.0 


WINONA 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


TOTAL 


68.8 


25.7 


5.4 


45. 1 


43. 1 


11.8 






Table 4 A, 



Expansion through, the exchange work 



Question; Do you feel that Extension agents in your county should spend much time in exchanges 

with other counties ? 



Percent answering for each response 

Central Agricultural program Home program 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



ANOKA 


o 

* 

o 


30.0 


30.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


BENTON 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


CARVER 


36.4 


36*4 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


CHISAGO 


36.4 


54*5 


9. 1 


27.3 


63*6 


9.1 


DAKOTA 


44.4 


33.3 


22m 2 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


HENNEPIN 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


ISANTI 


75.0 


16.7 


8*3 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


KANDIYOHI 


58.3 


16.7 


25.0 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


MCLEOD 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


MEEKER 


41.7 


25.0 


33 . 3 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


MILLE LACS 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


RAMSEY 


42.9 


28.6 


28.6 


57.1 


42.9 


0.0 


RENVILLE 


72.7 


18.2 


9 . 1 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


SCOTT 


72.7 


9.1 


18.2 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


SHERBURNE 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


SIBLEY 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


STEARNS 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


WASHINGTON 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


WRIGHT 


50.0 


16.7 


33.3 


41.7 


16.7 


41.7 


TOTAL 


59.1 


26.0 


14.9 


47.5 


35.8 


16.7 







Table 4 A 



Expansion through the exchange of work 



Question; Do you feel that Extension agents in your county should spend much time in exchanges 

with other counties? 

Percent answering for each response 

Northeast Agricultural program Home program 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



AITKIN 


66.7 


8.3 


25.0 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


BELTRAMI 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


CARLTON 


91.7 


8.3 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


CASS 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


CLEARWATER 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


COOK 


37.5 


12.5 


50.0 


55.6 


33.3 


U.l 


CROW WING 


60*0 


40.0 


0.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


HUBBARD 


66.7 


22.2 


11. 1 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


ITASCA 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


KANABEC 


© 

• 

© 

GO 


10.0 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


KOtiCH ICHIN 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


LAKE 


87.5 


12.5 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


LAKE WOODS 


91.7 


0.0 


8.3 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


MCIRRI SON 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


41.7 


50.0 


8.3 


PINE 


75.0 


16.7 


6.3 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


sir. louis 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


81.8 


9.1 


9.1 


District TOTAL 


70.3 


* 1 


9. 3 


48.8 


38.6 


12.7 


State TOTAL 


65.9 


22.7 


11.4 


46.9 


38.3 


14.8 



4? 



1 




Table 5 A. 



Expansion through increasing the areas of specialization 



Question: 



Northwest 

District 

BECKER 

CLAY 

KITTSON 

MAHNOMEN 

MARSHALL 

NORMAN 

OTTER TAIL 

PENNINGTON 

POLK 

REDLAKE 

ROSEAU 

TODD 

WADENA 

WILKIN 




Do you feel that Extension agents in your county should give help to schools, county health 
groups, towns, art groups, and groups interested in mental health? 



Percent answering for each response 



Schools County health "’owns Art groups Mental illness 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



22.2 77.8 0.0 

16.7 58.3 25.0 
0.0 44,4 55.6 
0.0 50.0 50.0 

40.0 40.0 20.0 

10.0 60.0 30.0 

20.0 30.0 50.0 
0.0 60.0 40.0 

12.5 50.0 37.5 

22.2 55.6 22.2 

22.2 44.4 33.3 

27.3 45.5 27.3 
0.0 44.4 55.6 

25.0 25.0 50.0 

16.4 48.5 35.1 



33.3 55.6 11.1 

16.7 66.7 16.7 

20.0 50.0 30.0 

16.7 50,0 33.3 

36.4 27.3 36.4 

30.0 60.0 10.0 

50.0 20.0 30.0 

30.0 50.0 20.0 

12.5 37.5 50.0 

22.2 77.8 0.0 

22.2 55.6 22.2 

27.3 54.5 18.2 
0.0 77.8 22.2 

25.0 41.7 33.3 



66.7 11.1 22.2 

41.7 41.7 16.7 

33.3 55.6 11. 1 

50.0 16.7 33.3 

50.0 40.0 10.0 

70.0 10.0 20.0 

72.7 27.3 0.0 

36.4 54.5 9.1 

33.3 44.4 22.2 

55.6 33.3 11. 1 

33.3 55.6 11. 1 

45.5 45.5 9.1 

22.2 33.3 44.4 

50.0 33.3 16.7 



0.0 55.6 44.4 
0.0 58.3 41.7 

11.1 22.2 66.7 
0.0 66.7 33.3 
0.0 50.0 50.0 
0.0 50.0 50.0 
0.0 30.0 70.0 

10.0 50.0 40.0 
0.0 50.0 50.0 
0.0 55.6 44.4 

11. 1 22.2 66.7 

18.2 54.5 27.3 
0.0 22.2 77.8 

8.3 41.7 50.0 



66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


0.0 


58.3 


41.7 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


66.7 


3 3.3 


0.0 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


22.2 


77.8 


0.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


30.2 


48.2 


21.6 



TOTAL 



25.0 51.5 23.5 



47.4 36.5 16.1 



4.5 44.8 50.7 



Table 5 A. 
Question: 



Southwest 

District 

BIG STONE 

CHIPPEWA 

COTTONWOOD 

DOUGLAS 

GRANT 

JACKSON 

LAC QLI PA 

LINCOLN 

LYON 

MURRAY 

NOBLES 

PIPESTONE 

POPE 

REDWOOD 

ROCK 

STEVENS 

SWIFT 

TRAVERSE 

YELLOW MED 



Expansion through increasing the areas o f specialization 

Do you feel that Extension agents in your county should give help to schools, county health 
groups, towns, art groups, and groups interested in mental health? 



Percent answering for each response 



Schools County health Towns Art groups Mental illness 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



28.6 


57.1 


14.3 


71.4 


28.6 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


28.6 


57.1 


14.3 


28.6 


71.4 


0.0 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


18.2 


36 . 4 


45.5 


0.0 


20.0 


80.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


9. 1 


54.5 


36*4 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0- 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


10. 0 


60.0 


30.0 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


20.0 


10.0 


70.0 


10.0 


50,0 


40.0 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


22.2 


55*6 


22.2 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


9.1 


27.3 


63.6 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


80.0 


10.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


40 . 0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


14.3 


42.9 


42.9 


14.3 


57.1 


28.6 


71.4 


0.0 


28.6 


14.3 


57.1 


28.6 


42.9 


42.9 


14.3 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


45.5 


27.3 


2 7.3 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 


0.0 


40.0 


60.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


0.0 


85.7 


14.3 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


14.3 


71.4 


14.3 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


11.1 


77.8 


11.1 


0.0 


77.8 


22.2 


1 1 • L 


55.6 


33.3 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


66 ■ 7 


33.3 


0.0 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


22.2 


66.7 


1 i . X 


16.0 


43.6 


40.3 


20.7 


54.2 


25.1 


37.4 


42.2 


20.3 


9.7 


51.7 


38.6 


36.3 


45.3 


18.4 



TOTAL 



Table 5 A, Expansion through increasing the areas of specialization 

Question: Do you feel that Extension agents in your county should give help to schools, county health, 

groups, towns, art groups, and groups interested in mental health? 



Percent answering for each response 



Southeast Schools County health Towns Art groups Mental illness 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



blue earth 


20 .0 


o 

• 

o 


80. 0 


30.0 


30.0 


o 

• 

o 


BROWN 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


DODGE 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


FARIBAULT 


0.0 


8.3 


91.7 


0.0 


41.7 


58.3 


FILLMORE 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


3 3.3 


33.3 


33.3 


FREEBORN 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


GCOCHLE 


0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


22.2 


11.1 


66.7 


HOUSTON 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


LE SLEUR 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


MARTIN 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


28.6 


57.1 


14.3 


MOWER 


28.6 


57.1 


14.3 


16.7 


66.7 


16.7 


NICOLLET 


50 .0 


33.3 


16.7 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


OLMSTED 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


9.1 


72*7 


18.2 


RICE 


0.0 


42.9 


57.1 


0.0 


42.9 


57.1 


STEELE 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


WABASHA 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


30.0 


50*0 


20.0 


WASECA 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


WATONWAN 


9.1 


72.7 


18.2 


16.7 


75.0 


8.3 


WINONA 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


TOTAL 


17.8 


42.2 


40.0 


22.2 


45.6 


32.2 



60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


22.2 


11.1 


66. 7 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


58.3 


16.7 


25.0 


0.0 


8.3 


91.7 


b . 3 


50.0 


41.7 


11.1 


77.8 


11.1 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


50.0 


0.0 


50.0 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


11. 1 


33. 3 


55.6 


12.5 


12.5 


75.0 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


42.9 


28.6 


28.6 


57. 1 


28.6 


14.3 


0.0 


42.9 


57.1 


14.3 


42.9 


42.9 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


50.0 


3 3.3 


16.7 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


9.1 


63.6 


2 7. 3 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


0.0 


42.9 


57.1 


14.3 


28.6 


57. 1 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


9. 1 


45.5 


45.5 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 


20.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


25.0 


3 3.3 


41.7 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


41.7 


3 3.3 


25.0 


16.7 


75.0 


8.3 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


12.5 


50.0 


37.5 


44.4 


22.2 


33. 3 


42.5 


32.3 


25.3 


9.0 


46.6 


44.4 


30.0 


43.9 


26. 1 



50 



o 

ERIC 

k. 







Table 5 A. 
Question: 



Central 

District 

ANOKA 
BENTON 
CARVER 
CHISAGO 
DAKOTA 
HENNEPIN 
ISANTI 
KANDIYOHI 
MCLEOD 
MEEKER 
MILLE LACS 
RAMSEY 
RENVILLE 
SCOTT 
SHERBURNE 
SIBLEY 
STEARNS 
WASHINGTON 
WRIGHT 
TOTAL 



Expansion through increasing the areas of specialization 

Do you feel that Extension agents in your county should give help to schools, county health 
groups, towns, art groups, and groups interested in mental health? 



Percent answering for each response 



Schools County health Towns Art groups Mental illness 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



0.0 


87.5 


12.5 


44.4 


44.4 


11 . 1 


90.0 


10. 0 


0.0 


22.2 


66.7 


11. 1 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


0.0 


87.5 


12.5 


22.2 


66.7 


11 . L 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


9.1 


54.5 


36.4 


36.4 


36,4 


27 . 3 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


9.1 


9.1 


81.8 


9.1 


45.5 


45.5 


37 . 5 , 


50.0 


12.5 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


33.3 


55.6 


11 . 1 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


66.7 


3 3.3 


0.0 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


55.6 


44.4 


0,0 


0.0 


81.8 


18.2 


9.1 


81.8 


9 . 1 


18.2 


81.8 


0.0 


18.2 


81. 8 


0.0 


9.1 


90.9 


0.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


0.0 


54.5 


45.5 


10.0 


60.0 


30 . C 


54.5 


36.4 


9. 1 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


27,3 


36*4 


36.4 


10.0 


40.0 


50 .0 


ie . 2 


45.5 


36.4 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


12.5 


50.0 


37.5 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


12.5 


50,0 


37.5 


14.3 


71.4 


14.3 


28.6 


57.1 


14.3 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


28.6 


71.4 


0.0 


71.4 


28.6 


0.0 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


9.1 


45 . 5 


45.5 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


50.0 


12.5 


37.5 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


27.3 


63.6 


9 . 1 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


2 C . 0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


70.0 


10.0 


20.0 


3 7.5 


25.0 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


12.5 


50.0 


37.5 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


0.0 


45.5 


54.5 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


4 5.5 


18.2 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


15.9 


50.0 


34.1 


28.5 


47.3 


24.2 


50.3 


38.0 


11.8 


14.2 


51.9 


33.9 


35.3 


45.5 


19.3 



0 



Table 5 A. 



Expansion through increasing the areas of specialization 



Question: 



Northeast 
District 1 

AITKIN 

BELTRAMI 

CARLTON 

CASS 

CLEARWATER 

COOK 

CROW WING 

HUBBARD 

ITASCA 

KANABEC 

KOOCHICHIN 

LAKE 

LAKE WOODS 
MORRISON 

PINE 

ST. LOUIS 
District TOTAL 

State TOTAL 



Do you feel that Extension agents in your county should give help to schools, county health 
groups, towns, art groups, and groups interested in mental health? 



Percent answering for each response 



Schools County health Towns Art groups Mental illness 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


30.0 


o 

• 

o 

crv 


20.0 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


8.3 


75.0 


16.7 


41.7 


50.0 


8.3 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


37.5 


12.5 


50.0 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


14.3 


71.4 


14.3 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


42.9 


42.9 


14.3 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


37.5 


62.5 


0.0 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


3 3.3 


55.6 


11. 1 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


12.5 


87.5 


0.0 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


57.1 


28.6 


14.3 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


70.0 


1 0 . 0 


20.0 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


87.5 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


66.7 


16.7 


66.7 


16.7 


16.7 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


33.3 


58.3 


8.3 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


20.0 


80.0 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


0.0 


14.3 


57.1 


28.6 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


17.3 


49.3 


33.3 


28.3 


48.7 


23.0 


50.3 


37.1 


12.6 


12.2 


52.7 


35.1 


35.9 


45.1 


19.0 


16.7 


46.6 


36.8 


24.8 


49.3 


25.8 


45.3 


37.3 


17.4 


10.1 


49.7 


40.2 


33.7 


45.5 


20.9 
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Table 5B, Expansion through increasing the areas of specialization (help to citizens with legal 
problems, help to law enforcement agencies, local businesses, local industries, and 
home builders) 



Question: 

Northwest 

District 


What kinds of additional assistance, if any, should be provided to counties by specialists 
of other parts of the University? 

Percent answering for each response 

Legal problems Law enforcement Local business Local industry Homebuilders 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 


BECKER 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


30.0 


70.0 


0.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


0.0 


77.8 


22.2 


CLAY 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


41.7 


3 3.3 


25.0 


KITTSON 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


MAHNOMEN 


85.7 


14.3 


0.0 


85.7 


14.3 


0.0 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


28.6 


42.9 


28.6 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


MARSHALL 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


NORMAN 


55.6 


11.1 


33.3 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


OTTER TAIL 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


45.5 


2 r . 3 


27.3 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


PENNINGTON 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


27.3 


63.6 


9.1 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


20LK 


66.7 


0.0 


33.3 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


44.4 


11.1 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


44.4 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


REDLAKE 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10. 0 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


44.4 


3 3.3 


22.2 


ROSEAU 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


TODD 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


60.0 


40.0 


0.0 


54.5 


36.4 


9. 1 


WADENA 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


33.3 


55.6 


11 . 1 - 


11.1 


44*4 


44.4 


WILKIN 


50.0 


16.7 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


TOTAL 


45.3 


31.4 


23.4 


47.2 


30.3 


22.5 


26 ■< 3 


49.6 


24.1 


41.7 


40.3 


18.0 


27.4 


40.9 


23.7 
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Table 5B. Expansion through increasing the areas of specialization (halp to citizens with legal 
problems, help to law enforcement agencies, local businesses, local industries, and 
home builders) 

Question: What kinds of additional assistance, if any, should be provided to counties by specialists 

of other parts of the University? 

Percent answering for each response 

Southwest Legal problems Law enforcement Local business Local industry Home builders 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



BIG STONE 


71.4 


28.6 


0.0 


57. 1 


28.6 


14.3 


14.3 


85.7 


0.0 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


75.0 


12.5 


12.5 


CHIPPEWA 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


54.5 


9. 1 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


COTTONWOOD 


5C.0 


40.0 


10.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 | 


DOUGLAS 


5C.0 


20.0 


30.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


10. 0 


50.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


GRANT 


45.5 


45.5 


9. 1 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


JACK SCN 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


10. 0 


70.0 


20.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10. C 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


LAC Oil PA 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


16.2 


54.5 


27.3 


LINCOLN 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


' 30.0 


20.0 


50.0 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


LYON 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


33.3 


11.1 


55.6 


77.8 


11.1 


11.1 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


MURRAY 


6 3.6 


27.3 


9. 1 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


72.7 


IB. 2 


9.1 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


NOBLES 


77.8 


11.1 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


2 5.0 


37.5 


37.5 


PIPESTONE 


40.0 


20.0 


40. C 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


POPE 


6C.0 


20.0 


20.0 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


11. 1 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


REDWOOD 


42.9 


28.6 


2P. 6 


57.1 


28.6 


14.3 


0.0 


71.4 


28.6 


14.3 


57.1 


28.6 


14.3 


57. 1 


28.6 


ROCK 


5C.0 


40.0 


10.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30. 0 


STEVENS 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


SWIFT 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


0.0100.0 


C.O 


14.3 


85. 7 


0.0 


14.3 


85.7 


C.O 


TRAVERSE 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


33.3 


66.7 


o.c 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


YELLOW MED 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


22.2 


77.8 


0.0 


3 3.3 


44.4 


22.2 


0.0 


77.8 


22.2 


TOTAL 


5C.3 


32.8 


16.9 


45.9 


36.6 


17.5 


26.1 


51.7 


22.2 


35.9 


47.0 


17.1 


24.6 


49.2 


26.3 
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Table 5B. 



Question: 



Southeast 

District 

BLUE EARTH 
BROWN 
DODGE 
FARIBAULT 
FILLMORE 
FREEBGRN 
GOOCHLE 
HOUSTON 
LE SUEUR 
MART IN 
MOWER 
NICOLLET 
OLMSTED 
RICE 
STEELE 
WABASHA 
WASECA 
WATONWAN 
WINONA 
TOTAL 



Expansion through increasing the areas of specialization (help to citizens with legal 
problems, help to law enforcement agencies, local businesses, local industries, and 
home builders) 

What kinds of additional assistance, if any, should be provided to counties by specialists 
of other parts of the University? 



Percent answering for each response 



Legal problems Law enforcement Local business Local industry Home builders 
Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



50. 


0 


20. 


0 


30. 


0 


63. 


6 


9. 


1, 


30. 


0 


60. 


0 


10. 


0 


63. 


6 


18. 


2 


91. 


7 


8. 


3 


0 . 


0 


80. 


0 


20. 


0 


33. 


3 


25. 


,0 


41. 


7 


41. 


,7 


41. 


, 7 


55. 


6 


22. 


2 


22. 


2 


22. 


,2 


55. 


6 


6 2 * 


5 


12. 


5 


25. 


0 


37. 


,5 


37. 


,5 


12. 


5 


37. 


,5 


50. 


0 


37, 


,5 


12. 


,5 


45. 


5 


45. 


,5 


9. 


1 


36. 


, 4 


36. 


,4 


50. 


0 


41. 


,7 


8. 


3 


33. 


, 3 


50. 


,0 


50. 


0 


25. 


,0 


25. 


0 


55. 


, 6 


22 , 


,2 


5 7. 


1 


28, 


.6 


14. 


3 


50. 


,0 


25. 


,0 


AC. 


0 


40. 


.0 


20. 


0 


66 . 


.7 


16. 


.7 


4 5. 


5 


36 < 


.4 


18. 


2 


58. 


.3 


3 3, 


.3 


37. 


5 


12, 


.5 


50. 


0 


37, 


.5 


37, 


.5 


41. 


7 


33, 


.3 


25. 


0 


50, 


.0 


33. 


.3 


30 . 


0 


50, 


. 0 


20. 


0 


40, 


.0 


40, 


.0 


58. 


3 


25, 


.0 


16. 


7 


58, 


.3 


25, 


.0 


41. 


7 


41 


.7 


16. 


7 


66, 


. 7 


33, 


.3 


55. 


. 6 


11 


. 1 


33. 


, 3 


50 


.0 


25, 


.0 


47. 


. 3 


30 


• 6 


22. 


,0 


50 


.3 


30 


.7 



2 7.3 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


18.2 


4 5.5 


27. 3 


27.3 


20.0 


0.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


30.0 


16.7 


16.7 


25.0 


58.3 


8.3 


22.2 


11.1 


66.7 


2 2.2 


22 .2 


25.0 


12.5 


37.5 


50 .0 


12.5 


50.0 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


27.3 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


45.5 


16.7 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


33. 3 


22.2 


28.6 


28.6 


42.9 


16.7 


o 

• 

in 

'Nl 


2 a . 6 


14.3 


5 7.1 


12.5 


16.7 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


40.0 


8.3 


3 3 .3 


58.3 


8.3 


16.7 


25.0 


25.0 


12.5 


62.5 


25.0 


16.7 


36.4 


27.3 


'36.4 


36.4 


20.0 


50.0 


20,0 


30.0 


20.0 


16.7 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


25.0 


0.0 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


14.3 


19.0 


26.6 


40.8 


32.6 


2 3.8 



55.6 


33.3 


o 

• 

o 


30. 0 


40.0 


40.0 


40.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30 0 


70.0 


0.0 


41.7 


50.0 


3 3.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


44.4 


44.4 


3 3.3 


22.2 


25.0 


62.5 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


44,4 


55.6 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


36.4 


lb. 2 


50.0 


50.0 


0,0 


50.0 


16.7 


25.0 


50.0 


25. 0 


50.0 


33.3 


42.9 


4 2.9 


14. J 


62.5 


25.0 


14.3 


71.4 


14.3 


60.0 


0.0 


40.0 


60.0 


0.0 


50.0 


33.3 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


25.0 


50.0 


28.6 


14.3 


57. 1 


27.3 


36.4 


2 7.3 


36.4 


36.4 


60.0 


20. C 


50. 0 


4 0.0 


10.0 


33.3 


41.7 


50.0 


3 3.3 


16. 7 


41.7 


8.3 


2 5.0 


66. 7 


8. 3 


28.6 


57. 1 


2 5.0 


37.5 


3 7.5 


41.4 


34.8 


31.7 


46. 1 


22.2 
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Table 5B. 



Question: 



Central 

District 

ANCKA 

BENTON 

CARVER 

CHISAGO 

DAKOTA 

HENNEPIN 

ISANTI 

KANDIYOHI 

4CLECC 

MEEKER 

MULE LACS 

RAMSEY 

RENVILLE 

SCOTT 

SHERBURNE 

SIBLEY 

STEARNS 

WASHINGTON 

WRIGHT 



1 



Expansion through increasing the areas of specialization (help to citizens with legal 
problems, help to law enforcement agencies, local businesses, local industries, and 
home builders) 



What kinds of additional assistance, if any, should be provided to counties by specialists 
of other parts of the University? 



Percent answering for each response 



Legal problems Law enforcement Local business Local industry Home builders 
Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


33.3 


63.6 


27.3 


9. 1 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


22.2 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


10. C 


36.4 


36.4 


27. 3 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


18.2 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


77.8 


22.2 


0.0 


0.0 


33.3 


55.6 


11. 1 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


0.0 


45.5 


4 5 o 5 


9. 1 


36.4 


63.6 


0.0 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


27. 3 


72.7 


18.2 


9. 1 


45.5 


63.6 


10.2 


18.2 


75.0 


8.3 


16. 7 


20.0 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


25.0 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


25.0 


57. 1 


28.6 


14.3 


42.9 


57. 1 


0.0 


50.0 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


18.2 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


66.7 


11.1 


22.2 


0.0 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


18.2 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


20.0 


62.5 


25.0 


12.5 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


42.9 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


9.1 


36.4 


36.4 


27. 3 


66.7 


16.7 


16.7 


10.0 


43.7 


31.6 


24.7 


52.1 


31.8 


16.1 


20.3 



44.4 


22.2 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


60.0 


30.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


27- r 


54.5 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


62.5 


37.5 


22,2 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


3 3.3 


66.7 


33.3 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


72.7 


0.0 


36.4 


63.6 


0.0 


18.2 


81.8 


0.0 


18.2 


36.4 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


50.0 


30.0 


0.0 


40.0 


60.0 


70.0 


10.0 


20.0 


41.7 


33.3 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


o 

• 

o 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


33. 3 


66.7 


C.O 


54.5 


27.3 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


50.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


72.7 


9.1 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


60.0 


20.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


42.9 


14.3 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


37.5 


6 2.5 


0.0 


45.5 


45.5 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


9.1 


45.5 


45.5 


40.0 


50.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


50.0 



52-7 26.9 



TOTAL 



31.3 45.6 23. 1 



33.5 42.9 23.6 



Table 5B. 



Question: 



Northeast 

District 

AITKIN 

BELTRAMI 

CARLTON 

CASS 

CLEARWATER 

COOK 

CROW WING 

HUBBARD 

ITASCA 

KANABEC 

KOOCHICHIN 

LAKE 

LAKE WOODS 

MORRISON 

PINE 

ST. LOUIS 
District TOTAL 
State TOTAL 



Expansion through increasing the areas of specialization (help to citizens with legal 
problems, help to law enforcement agencies, local businesses, local industries, and 
home builders) 



What kinds of additional assistance, if any, should be provided to counties by specialists 
of other parts of the University? 



Percent answering for each response 



Legal problems Law enforcement Local business Local industry Home builders 
Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


63.6 


18.2 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


70.0 


20.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


58.3 


33.3 


70.0 


10.0 


20.0 


40.0 


50.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


63.6 


18.2 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


55.6 


0.0 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


71.4 


28.6 


77.8 


11.1 


11. 1 


44.4 


44.4 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


60.0 


30.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


33.3 


22.2 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


12.5 


50.0 


63.6 


18.2 


18.2 


50.0 


33.3 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


66.7 


16.7 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


45.5 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


85.7 


0.0 


54.1 


27.0 


18.9 


56.1 


26.8 


48.1 


30.8 


21.2 


50.3 


31.4 



18.2 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


54.5 


10.0 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


81.8 


8.3 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


41.7 


10.0 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


33.3 


18.2 


12.5 


50.0 


37.5 


40-0 


44.4 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


55.6 


0.0 


28.6 


57.1 


14.3 


50.0 


11.1 


37.5 


62.5 


0.0 


37.5 


22.2 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


55.6 


10.0 


11.1 


55.6 


33.3 


30.0 


44.4 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


11.1 


37.5 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


62.5 


16.7 


0.0 


81.8 


18.2 


25.0 


16.7 


41.7 


25.0 


33.3 


50.0 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


0.0 


63.6 


14.3 


57.1 


28.6 


14.3 


71.4 


17-2 


30.1 


50.0 


19.9 


47.4 


18.3 


25.7 


48.9 


25.5 


35.4 



57 



36.4 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


9.1 


18.2 


0.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


41.7 


16.7 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


55.6 


11.1 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


40.0 


20.0 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


33.3 


11.1 


60.0 


10.0 


30.0 


37.5 


12.5 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


62.5 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0*0 


33.3 


11.1 


12.5 


75.0 


12.5 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


55.6 


33.3 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


25.0 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


58.3 


16.7 


81.8 


9.1 


9.1 


25.0 


25.0 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


36.4 


0.0 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 


14.3 


14.3 


50.0 


37.5 


12.5 


38.5 


14.1 


42.6 


44,5 


12.9 


42.8 


21.8 


31.9 


46.2 


21.9 



Table 6A. Expansion through public affairs meetings (domestic agriculture, foreign agricul- 
ture, problems of local government, and taxation) 

Question: Do you feel Extension agents in your county should sponsor educational programs 

on public affairs issues? 

Percent answering for each response 



Northwest 

District 


Domestic agriculture 
Yes Neutral No 


Foreign agriculture 
Yes Neutral No 


Problems of government 
Yes Neutral No 


Yes 


Taxation 
Neutral No 


BECKER 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


CLAY 


50.0 


33.3 


16. 7 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


KITTSON 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


MAHNOMEN 


57.1 


14.3 


28.6 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


57.1 


28.6 


14.3 


28.6 


42.9 


28. *. 


MARSHALL 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


40.0 


NORMAN 


50. 0 


30.0 


20.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


OTTER TAIL 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


0.0 


60.0 


40.0 


PENNINGTON 


72.7 


18.2 


9. 1 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


58.3 


16.7 


25.0 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


POLK 


80.0 


10.0 


10.0 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


REDLAKE 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


10.0 


60.0 


ROSEAU 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


11. 1 


33.3 


55.6 


TODD 


91.7 


0.0 


8.3 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


WADENA 


60.0 


30.0 


10.0 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


11.1 


66. 7 


22.2 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


WILKIN 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


16.7 


50.0 


TOTAL 


58.6 


26.9 


14.5 


25.7 


45.7 


28.6 


33.1 


38.0 


28.9 


25.4 


35.2 


39.4 
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ERJC 



Table 6 A. 
Question: 

Southwest 

District 

BIG STONE 
CHIPPEWA 
COTTONWOOD 
DOUGLAS 
GRANT 
JACKSON 
LAC QUI PA 
LINCOLN 
LYON 
MURRAY 
NOBLES 
PIPESTONE 
POPE 
REDWOOD 
ROCK 
STEVENS 
SWIFT 
TRAVERSE 
YELLOW MED 
TOTAL 



o 

ERIC 



Expansion through public affairs meetings (domestic agriculture, foreign agricul 
ture, problems of local government, and taxation) 



Do you feel Extension agents in your county should sponsor educational programs 
on public affairs issues? 



Percent answering for each response 



Domestic agriculture Foreign agriculture Problems of government Taxation 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



87.5 


12.5 


0* 0 


37.5 


62.5 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


12.5 


75.0 


12.5 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


36. A 


A5.5 


18.2 


36. A 


18.2 


45. 5 


27.3 


27.3 


45« 5 


80.0 


10.0 


10.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


40.0 


AO.O 


20.0 


A 1. 7 


25.0 


33.3 


18.2 


A5.5 


36 . A 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


63.6 


36. A 


0.0 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


45.5 


A5.5 


9.1 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


A 1 • 7 


50.0 


8.3 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


66.7 


16.7 


16.7 


27.3 


36. A 


36. A 


9.1 


A5 • 5 


45. 5 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


72.7 


18.2 


9. 1 


36. A 


36. A 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


66.7 


11.1 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


72.7 


18.2 


9. 1 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


27.3 


45. 5 


27.3 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


00 

r* 


11.1 


11.1 


50.0 


10.0 


AO.O 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


10.0 


AO.O 


50.0 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


0.0 


A0. 0 


60.0 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


72.7 


18.2 


9. 1 


18.2 


72.7 


9.1 


36. A 


36. A 


27.3 


18.2 


A5.5 


36.4 


in 

• 

00 


12.5 


0.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


62.5 


25.0 


12.5 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


33.3 


16.7 


50.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


41.7 


A 1 . 7 


16.7 


36. A 


5A.5 


9. 1 


9.1 


A5.5 


45.5 


18.2 


36. A 


45.5 


18.2 


27.3 


5A.5 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


45. 5 


54.5 


0.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


10.0 


AO.O 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


77.8 


22.2 


0.0 


55.6 


AA.A 


0.0 


AO.O 


AO.O 


20.0 


AO.O 


50.0 


10.0 


67.8 


22.1 


10.1 


33.3 


A1.5 


25.1 


35.2 


37.8 


27.0 


30.7 


38.7 


30.7 
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Table 6 A, 



Expansion through public affairs meetings (domestic agriculture, foreign agricul 
ture, problems of local government, and taxation) 



Question: Do you feel Extension agents in your county should sponsor educational programs 

on public affairs issues? 



Percent answering for each response 



Southeast Domestic agriculture Foreign agriculture Problems of government Taxation 



District 


Yes 


Neutral 


No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral 


No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


BLUE EARTH 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


22.2 


44*4 


33.3 


18.2 


36. 


4 


45.5 


11.1 


44.4 


44.4 


BROWN 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


36. 


4 


18.2 


4 5o 5 


36.4 


18.2 


DODGE 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


50.0 


33. 


3 


16.7 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


FARIBAULT 


66.7 


8.3 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


50.0 


25. 


0 


25.0 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


FILLMORE 


6 6.7 


22.2 


11.1 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


22.2 


44. 


4 


33.3 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


FREEBORN 


87.5 


12.5 


0.0 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


37.5 


25. 


0 


37.5 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


GOODHUE 


75.0 


8.3 


16o7 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


66.7 


0. 


0 


33.3 


50.0 


8.3 


41.7 


HOUSTON 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


36.4 


54. 


5 


9.1 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


LE SUEUR 


41.7 


25.0 


33.3 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


8.3 


33. 


3 


58.3 


0.0 


16.7 


83.3 


MARTIN 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


25.0 


50. 


0 


25.0 


77.8 


11.1 


11.1 


MOWER 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


55.6 


11.1 


33.3 


44.4 


22. 


2 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


NICOLLET 


57 c I 


14.3 


28.6 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


33.3 


16. 


7 


50.0 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


OLMSTED 


50. 0 


33.3 


16.7 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


63.6 


36. 


4 


0.0 


41.7 


50.0 


8.3 


RICE 


5C.0 


25.0 


25.0 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


33.3 


22. 


2 


44.4 


12.5 


25.0 


62.5 


STEELE 


40.0 


50.0 


10.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


40.0 


60. 


0 


0.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


WABASHA 


6 3.6 


18.2 


18.2 


45.5 


36*4 


18.2 


45.5 


18. 


2 


36.4 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


WASECA 


54.5 


36.4 


9. 1 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


45.5 


36. 


4 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


WATONWAN 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


16.7 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


50. 


0 


33.3 


41.7 


16.7 


41.7 


WINONA 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


25.0 


37. 


5 


37.5 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


TOTAL 


59.7 


25.5 


14.8 


30.7 


38.5 


30.7 


37.8 


33. 


7 


28.5 


38.1 


30.4 


31.4 



O 



4 

, 
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Table 6 A. 
Question: 

Central 

District 

ANOKA 

BENTON 

CARVER 

CHISAGO 

DAKOTA 

HENNEPIN 

ISANTI 

KANDIYOHI 

MCLEOD 

MEEKER 

MILLE LACS 

RAMSEY 

RENVILLE 

SCOTT 

SHERBURNE 

SIBLEY 

STEARNS 

WASHINGTON 

WRIGHT 



Expansion through public affairs meetings (domestic agriculture, foreign agricul- 
ture, problems of local government , and taxation) 

Do you feel Extension agents in your county should sponsor educational programs 
on public affairs issues? 



Percent answering for each response 



Domestic agriculture Foreign agriculture Problems of government Taxation 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



6 6*7 


33.3 


0.0 


11. 1 


55.6 


33.3 


44 • 4 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


81.8 


18.2 


0.0 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


72.7 


18.2 


9 . 1 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


50.0 


30.0 


20 . C 


55.6 


33.3 


11.1 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


33.3 


44.4 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


50.0 


40.0 


10.6 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


66.7 


16.7 


16.7 


25.0 


58.3 


16*7 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


8.3 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


30.0 


60.0 


10.0 


58.3 


16.7 


25.0 


4 5.5 


36.4 


18.2 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


55.6 


22.2 


22*2 


22.2 


44*4 


33.3 


55.6 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


44.4 


0.0 


42.9 


57.1 


0.0 


42.9 


57.1 


28.6 


28.6 


42.9 


14.3 


28.6 


57.1 


54.5 


18.2 


27*3 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


54.5 


63.6 


27.3 


9 . 1 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


66.7 


0.0 


3 3.3 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


45.5 


9.1 


45.5 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


60*0 


20.0 


20.0 


20.0 


50.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


72.7 


18.2 


9 o 1 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


50.0 


33.3 


16*7 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


20.0 


10.0 


70.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


61.6 


23.7 


14.6 


28.9 


41.1 


29.9 


45.3 


29.4 


25.4 


41.8 


29.4 


28.9 



TOTAL 



Table 6A. 



Expansion through public affairs meetings (domestic agriculture, foreign agricul- 
ture, problems of local government, and taxation) 

Question: Do you feel Extension agents in your county should sponsor educational programs 

on public affairs issues? 

Percent answering for each response 

Northeast Domestic agriculture Foreign agriculture Problems of government Taxation 

District Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



AITKIN 


83.3 


16.7 


o 

• 

o 


41.7 


33.3 


BELTRAMI 


45.5 


45.5 


9. 1 


0.0 


60. 0 


CARLTON 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


25.0 


58.3 


CASS 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


27.3 


45.5 


CLEARWATER 


63.6 


27.3 


9. 1 


27.3 


45.5 


COOK 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


0.0 


50.0 


CROW WING 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


37.5 


37.5 


HUBBARD 


75.0 


12.5 


12.5 


25.0 


62.5 


ITASCA 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


0.0 


37.5 


KANABEC 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


20.0 


40.0 


KOOCHICHIN 


55*6 


0.0 


44.4 


44.4 


11.1 


LAKE 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


25.0 


37.5 


LAKE WOODS 


91.7 


8.3 


0.0 


45.5 


36.4 


MORRISON 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


41.7 


50.0 


PINE 


90.0 


10. 0 


0.0 


40.0 


40.0 


ST. LOUIS 


90.9 


9. 1 


0.0 


40.0 


40.0 


District TOTAL 


71.1 


17.5 


11.4 


28. 1 


43.1 


State TOTAL 


63.8 


23.1 


13. 1 


29.6 


41.7 



25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


40.0 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


75.0 


16.7 


8.3 


27.3 


45.5 


18.2 


36.4 


10.0 


10.0 


80.0 


27.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


50.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


62.5 


62.5 


25.0 


12.5 


62.5 


12.5 


25.0 


40.0 


54.5 


27.3 


18.2 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


44.4 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


18.2 


41.7 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


33.3 


8.3 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


33.3 


25.0 


41.7 


20.0 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


20.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


28.7 


43.6 


30.3 


26.1 


39.1 


28.6 


32.3 


28.6 


39.2 


33.7 


27.1 


35.5 


32.4 


32. 1 






© . 
ERJC 
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Table 6B. 
Question: 

Northwest 

District 

BECKER 
CLAY 
KITTSON 
MAHNCREN 
MARSHALL 
NCRMAN 
OTTER TAIL 
PENNINGTON 
POLK 
REDLAKE 
ROSEAU 
TODC 
WADENA 
"WILKIN 
TCTAL 



Expansion through public affairs meetings (mental health, extent and causes of 
poverty „ availability of federal programs, and international relations) 

Do you feel Extension agents in your county should sponsor educational programs 
on public affairs issues? 



Percent answering for each response 



Mental health Poverty Available federal programs International relations 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 



44.4 


55.6 


0.0 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


8.3 


58.3 


33.3 


10. 0 


50.0 


4&.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


14.3 


57.1 


28.6 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


10.0 


40.0 


50.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


20.0 


20.0 


60.0 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


33.3 


0.0 


66.7 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


o 

» 

o 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


11. 1 


33.3 


55.6 


10.0 


60.0 


30.0 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


0.0 


55.6 


44.4 


11.1 


77.8 


11.1 


16.7 


16.7 


66.7 


16.7 


33.3 


50.0 


16.5 


38.1 


45.3 


23.0 


45.3 


31.7 



45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


0.0 


40.0 


60.0 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


8.3 


33.3 


58.4 


90.0 


10.0 


0.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


42.9 


28.6 


28.6 


0.0 


57 . 1 


42.9 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


CD 

O 

* 

o 


20.0 


0.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


83.3 


16.7 


0.0 


27.3 


27.3 


45.4 


77.8 


0.0 


22.2 


27.3 


27.3 


45.4 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


63.6 


27.3 


9.1 


9.1 


54.5 


36.4 


66.7 


22.2 


11.1 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


41.7 


25.0 


33.3 


8.3 


58.4 


33.3 


58.7 


27.3 


14.0 


13.6 


42.9 


43.5 
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Table 6B. 



Expansion through public affairs meetings (mental health, extent and causes of 
poverty, availability of federal programs, and international relations) 



Question: Do you feel Extension agents in your county should sponsor educational programs 

on public affairs issues? 

Percent answering for each response 

Mental health Poverty Available federal programs International relations 

Southwest Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 

District ° ’ 



BIG STONE 


25.0 


62.5 


12.5 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


87.5 


12.5 


o 

• 

o 


0. 


0 


87. 


5 


12. 


5 


CHIPPEWA 


18.2 


27.3 


54.5 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


0. 


,0 


36. 


4 


63. 


6 


COTTONWOOD 


20.0 


40.0 


40.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


70.0 


20.0 


10.0 


30. 


,0 


50. 


,0 


20. 


,0 


DOUGLAS 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


9. 


,2 


45. 


,4 


45. 


,4 


GRANT 


30.0 


40.0 


30. C 


45.5 


54.5 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


0.0 


36. 


,4 


36. 


,4 


27. 


,2 


JACKSCN 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


58*3 


33.3 


8.3 


1 6 « 


,6 


41. 


, 1 


41. 


,7 


LAC CLI PA 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


36.4 


45-5 


18.2 


72.7 


27.3 


0.0 


9. 


,1 


72. 


,7 


18. 


,2 


LINCOLN 


18.2 


27.3 


54.5 


16*2 


9.1 


72.7 


54.5 


45.5 


0.0 


18, 


,2 


27. 


, 3 


54. 


,5 


LYON 


11.1 


22.2 


66.7 


0.0 


44.4 


55.6 


11.1 


66.7 


22.2 


0, 


,0 


44, 


► 4 


55. 


,6 


HURRAY 


9.1 


36.4 


54.5 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


0, 


,0 


45. 


,5 


54. 


,5 


NOBLES 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


10, 


.0 


40, 


,0 


50. 


.0 


PIPESTONE 


10.0 


70.0 


20.0 


30.0 


70.0 


0.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10.0 


10, 


.0 


40, 


,0 


50, 


► 0 


POPE 


18.2 


27.3 


54.5 


27.3 


54.5 


18.2 


54.5 


36.4 


9.1 


27, 


.3 


27, 


.3 


45, 


.4 


REDWOOD 


50.0 


12.5 


37.5 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


37.5 


37.5 


25.0 


0, 


.0 


37, 


■ 5 


62, 


.5 


ROCK 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


50.0 


33.3 


16.7 


16, 


.7 


16, 


.7 


66 , 


» 6 


STEVENS 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


18.2 


18.2 


63.6 


36.4 


18.2 


4 5.5 


0, 


.0 


36, 


.4 


63, 


.6 


SWIFT 


20.0 


70.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


10. 0 


60.0 


40.0 


0.Q 


3 3- 


.3 


55 


.6 


LI, 


,L 


TRAVERSE 


20.0 


30.0 


50.0 


50.0 


20.0 


30.0 


54.5 


18.2 


27.3 


0 


.0 


50, 


• 0 


50, 


.0 


YELLOW NED 


30.0 


50.0 


20.0 


33.3 


44.4 


22.2 


70.0 


30.0 


0.0 


33 


.3 


55. 


• 6 


11. 


.1 


TOTAL 


20. A 


39.8 


39.8 


29.1 


41.3 


29.6 


54.3 


34.2 


11.6 


12 


.4 


44, 


• 6 


43, 


.0 
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Table 6B. 



Expansion through public affairs meetings (mental health, extent and causes of 
poverty, availability of federal programs, and international relations) 



Question: Do you feel Extension agents in your county should sponsor educational programs 

on public affairs issues? 

Percent answering for each response 

Mental health Poverty Available federal programs International relations 



Southeast 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral 


. No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


Yes 


Neutral No 


District 


























BLUE EARTH 


IC.O 


30.0 


60.0 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


50.0 


30.0 


20.0 


0.0 


33.3 


66*7 


BROWN 


27.3 


72.7 


0.0 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


36.4 


36.4 


27.3 


0.0 


72. 7 


27.3 


DODGE 


16.7 


16.7 


66.7 


8.3 


41.7 


50.0 


66.7 


25.0 


8.3 


10.0 


30.0 


60.0 


FARIBAULT 


0.0 


16.7 


83.3 


16.7 


41.7 


41.7 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


8.3 


25.0 


66.7 


FILLMORE 


11.1 


44 « 4 


44.4 


22.2 


44.4 


33.3 


44*4 


44.4 


11.1 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


FREEBORN 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


62.5 


37.5 


62.5 


37.5 


0.0 


0.0 


62 . j 


37.5 


GCOCHLE 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


41.7 


33.3 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


16.7 


25.0 


58.3 


HOUSTON 


9.1 


54.5 


36.4 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


LE SUEUK 


8.3 


25.0 


66*7 


0.0 


58.3 


41.7 


41.7 


41.7 


16.7 


9*1 


90.9 


0.0 


MARTIN 


37.5 


25.0 


37.5 


0.0 


57.1 


42.9 


77.8 


11.1 


11.1 


9.1 


33.3 


45.6 


MOWER 


11. 1 


33.3 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


55.6 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


11.2 


44. 4 


44.4 


NICOLLET 


33.3 


16.7 


50.0 


16.7 


33.3 


50.0 


66.7 


16.7 


16.7 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


OLMSTED 


8.3 


33.3 


58.3 


0.0 


58.3 


41.7 


36.4 


63.6 


0.0 


16.7 


33.3 


50.0 


RICE 


0.0 


12.5 


87.5 


25.0 


12.5 


62.5 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


0*0 


25.0 


75.0 


STEELE 


30.0 


40.0 


30.0 


44.4 


22.2 


33.3 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


WABASHA 


18.2 


63.6 


18.2 


9.1 


63.6 


27.3 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


9.1 


54.5 


36.4 


WASECA 


27.3 


45.5 


27.3 


18.2 


54.5 


27.3 


45.5 


36.4 


18.2 


0.0 


63.6 


36.4 


WATONWAN 


25.0 


41.7 


33.3 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


41.7 


25.0 


33.3 


8.3 


41.7 


50.0 


WINONA 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


25.0 


12.5 


62.5 


37.5 


50.0 


12.5 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


TOTAL 


15.5 


37.8 


46.6 


18.8 


41.9 


39.3 


49.7 


34.7 


15.5 


8.2 


40.5 


51.3 



iWc 
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Table 6B. Expansion through public affairs meetings (mental health, extent and causes of 

poverty, availability of federal programs, and international relations) 

Question; Do you feel Extension agents in your county should sponsor educational programs 

on public affairs issues? 

Percent answering for each response 



Central 

District 


Mental health 
Yes Neutral No 


Yes 


Poverty Available federal programs International relationt 

Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 


ANOKA 


22.2 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


66.7 


11.1 


77*8 


0. 


,0 


22. 


2 


0.0 


44.4 


55. 


6 


BENTON 


27.3 


36.4 


36.4 


25.0 


66.7 


8.3 


58.3 


41. 


7 


0. 


0 


9.2 


45.4 


45. 


4 


CARVER 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


9.1 


45.5 


45.5 


18.2 


27. 


,3 


54. 


5 


9. 1 


36.4 


54. 


5 ' 


CHISAGO 


10.0 


50.0 


40.0 


30.0 


30.0 


40.0 


36.4 


27, 


,3 


36. 


4 


0.0* 


50.0 


50. 


0 


DAKOTA 


12.5 


50.0 


37.5 


33.3 


22.2 


44.4 


66.7 


11. 


,1 


22. 


2 


22.2 


33.3 


44. 


5 


HENNEPIN 


30*0 


40.0 


30.0 


40.0 


40.0 


20.0 


50.0 


40, 


,0 


10. 


0 


22.2 


44.5 


33* 


3 


ISANTI 


25.0 


58.3 


16.7 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


58.3 


41. 


,7 


0. 


0 


8.3 


66.7 


25. 


o ; 


KANDIYOHI 


8.3 


50.0 


41.7 


58.3 


25.0 


16.7 


54.5 


36. 


,4 


9. 


1 


16.7 


50.0 


33. 


3 


HOLE CD 


27.3 


27.3 


45.5 


45.5 


9.1 


45» 5 


45.5 


27, 


,3 


27. 


3 


9.0 


45.5 


45. 


5 


MEEKER 


25.0 


33.3 


41.7 


58.3 


16.7 


25.0 


60.0 


30, 


,0 


10. 


0 


9.1 


36,4 


54. 


5 


MILLE LACS 


11.1 


33.3 


55.6 


44.4 


33.3 


22.2 


66.7 


22, 


.2 


11. 


1 


18.2 


45.6 


18. 


2 


RAMSEY 


57.1 


28.6 


14.3 


57.1 


28.6 


14.3 


57.1 


28, 


,6 


14. 


3 


o.o 


0.0100. 


0 


RENVILLE 


18.2 


45.5 


36.4 


36.4 


45.5 


18.2 


36.4 


63, 


> 6 


0. 


0 


18.2 


36.4 


45. 


4 


SCOTT 


45.5 


27.3 


27.3 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5 


63.6 


18, 


.2 


18. 


2 


18.2 


36.4 


45. 


4 


SHERBORNE 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 


20.0 


60.0 


20.0 


75.0 


8, 


» 3 


16. 


7 


9.1 


63.6 


27. 


3 


SIBLEY 


16.7 


50.0 


33.3 


18.2 


36.4 


45.5 

•* * . 


75.0 


16, 


.7 


8. 


3 


18.2 


45.4 


36, 


4 


STEARNS 


20.0 


50.0 


;30.0 

< 


oVti 


60.0 


o 

o 


40.0 


40, 


.0 


20. 


0 


0.0 


70.0 


30. 


0 


WASHINGTON 


25.0 


25.0; 

I 


50.0 


CM. 

• » 


;54..5 


4 5;. 5 

A 


27.3 


63, 


* 6 


9. 


1 


0.0 


27.3 


72. 


7 


WRIGHT 


36.4 


18.2 


45.5. 


30.0 

* - 


.10.0 


60.0 

, t 


11,1 


33, 


.3 


55. 


6 


0.0 


40.0 


60. 


0 


TOTAL 


24.0 


39.0 


37.0 


32.0., 


37.. 6 


30.5 


51.5 


30, 


.8 


17, 


7 


10.4 


44.8 


44. 


8 



0 
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Table 6B, 
Question: 



Northeast 

District 

AITKIN 

BELTRAMI 

CARLTON 

CASS 

CLEARWATER 

CCOK 

CROW WING 

HUBBARD 

ITASCA 

KANABEC 

KOOCHICHIN 

LAKE 

LAKE WGOOS 

MORRISON 

PINE 

ST. LCUIS 
District TOTAL 
State TOTAL 



Expansion through public affairs meetings (mental health, extent and causes of 
poverty, availability of federal programs, and international relations) 

Do you feel Extension agents in your county should sponsor educational_programs 
on public affairs issues? 



Percent answering for each response 



Mental health Poverty Available federal programs International relations 

Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No Yes Neutral No 
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